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THE THIRTY-SECOND ANNUAL MEETING 
The thirty-second annual meeting of the South Carolina Historical Asso-
ciation was held Saturday, March 31, 1962, at the University of South 
Carolina, Columbia, S. C. About fifty-five members and a number of guests 
attended the program. 
The morning session was held in the South Caroliniana Library. After 
registration and a coffee hour members and guests heard papers by A. P. 
Gratiot, Limestone College, "A Famous Kentucky Case: Strader v. Graham," 
and Martin Abbott, Oglethorpe University, "The Freedmen's Bureau and 
Its Carolina Critics." A discussion period ensued. 
At the business session which followed the luncheon the Secretary-
Treasurer submitted his reports which were approved without dissent. The 
Secretary-Treasurer then reported that the Executive Committee had nom-
inated officers for the year 1962-63, as follows: 
President: Mildred C. Beckwith, Winthrop College 
Vice-President: Albert N. Sanders, Furman University 
Secretary-Treasurer: Robert S. Lambert, Clemson College 
Member of the Executive Committee ( term to expire in 1965) : 
Leonard H. Fortunato, The Citadel 
No nominations were offered from the floor, and this slate of officers was 
elected unanimously. It was then announced that the Association would 
meet in Greenville in 1963 as guests of Furman University. 
At the afternoon session, which was held in the Assembly Room of the 
Russell House, papers were read by Mrs. Rameth Owens, Clemson College, 
"A Century at Vladivostok, 1860-1960," and Newton B. Jones, Presbyterian 
College, "Social Consciousness in South Carolina During Reconstruction: 
Imported or Indigenous?" A discussion period followed in which both the 
audience and the readers participated. 
The banquet was held at 7:30 p. m. M. Eugene Sirmans of the Institute 
of Early American History and Culture at Williamsburg, Virginia, gave the 
after-dinner speech which was entitled, "Politicians and Planters: the Bull 
Family of Colonial South Carolina." President Daniel W. Hollis thanked the 
speaker, the program chairman, and the local committee on arrangements 
for a successful meeting. 
A FAMOUS KENTUCKY CASE: STRADER V. GRAHAM 
A. P. GRATIOT 
Sometime during the last week of January 1841 three young Negro slaves, 
George, Reuben, and Henry, allegedly left the residence of their owner, 
Dr. Christopher Graham, in Harrodsburg, Kentucky, and journeyed to 
Louisville.1 After their arrival they boarded the Pike, a steamboat carrying 
mail and passengers between Louisville and Cincinnati. When they landed 
in Ohio, they were reported to have travelled by one of the routes of the 
Underground Railroad to Detroit, whence they escaped to Malden, in 
Canada. 
These three Negroes presumably spent the remainder of their lives as 
free men in that British dominion. Their descendants are probably unaware 
of the roles their ancestors played in American legal history during the 
1840's, since many slaves who escaped to Canada were hesitant to talk 
about their lives previous to their escape. It is not surprising, therefore, that 
we know so little relative to the exact day and time the slaves boarded the 
Pike, the state of the weather, or other details of interest. The trip was not 
one to inspire the keeping of a diary. 
From the mass of papers composing the trial record, now more than a 
century old, it has been possible to piece together a part of the story.2 
According to the testimony Dr. Graham came to Harrodsburg from an 
unknown place of residence. By means of diligent and hard work he be-
came a prosperous and respected citizen of the community.3 He earned 
enough money to purchase Henry and Reuben on November 28, 1836, when 
Thomas Helm, a commissioner acting pursuant to a decree of the Lincoln 
circuit court, held a sale before the court house door in Stanford, Kentucky. 
Henry was "struck off" for $1,300 and Reuben for $1,155. Helm was of the 
opinion that these slaves had commanded high prices because of their 
musical training. 4 There is no evidence in the trial record of how or when 
George was acquired. 
Dr. Graham was also proprietor of a hotel at Harrodsburg, Kentucky. 
Since it was only open during the watering season-the summer and early 
1 Several deponents thought that they saw these slaves on board the Pike sometime 
between January 25-30, 1841. Another deponent declared that the register of the Pib 
contained a notation that the slaves made this trip on January 23, 1841. Deposition of 
Harvey McFatridge, February 14, 1842. 
• The record of this case is filed in the clerk's office of the Jefferson circuit court, 
Louisville, Kentucky. 
• Deposition of C. C. Moore, April 6, 1845. Deposition of Peter Davis, April 5, 1845. 
Deposition of C. C. Chinn, April 6, 1845. 
' Deposition of Thomas Helm, April 10, 1845. 
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fall-he did not have much occasion to require their services in Harrodsburg 
for the remainder of the year. During the watering season, however, these 
slaves served in the dual capacity of dining room servants and as musicians 
who played for the guests who danced each evening.11 
In order to keep them occupied during the off season and to develop 
their musical talents, Dr. Graham in 1837 placed Henry and Reuben with 
one Williams, a free man of color who lived in Louisville.6 A letter in 
Dr. Graham's handwriting written at Harrodsburg on August 30, 1837, 
stated: 
This is to give liberty to my boys, Henry and Reuben, to go to Louisville 
with Williams, and to play with him till I may wish to call them home. 
Should Williams find it his interest to take them to Cincinnati, New Albany, 
or to any part of the South, even so far as New Orleans, he is at liberty to 
do so. I receive no compensation for their services, except that he is to board 
and clothe them. 
My objective is to have them well trained in music. They are young, one 
17 and the other 19 years of age. They are both of good disposition and 
strickly honest, and such is my confidence in them, that I have no fear that 
they will ever [act] knowingly wrong, or put me to trouble. They are slaves 
for life, and I paid for them an unusual sum: they have been faithful, hard-
working servants, and I have no fear but that they will always be true to 
their duty, no matter in what situation they may be placed. 
C. Graham, M. D. 
P. S.-Should they not attend properly to their music, or disobey Wil-
liams, he is not only at liberty, but requested, to bring them directly home. 
C. Graham.7 
It is interesting to note that George never was placed under Williams. 8 
This apprenticeship of Henry and Reuben continued until 1839, when 
they were called home by Dr. Graham. It is difficult to find a specific reason 
for this decision, but the testimony of one witness has the ring of truth: 
they were not allowed to go to any Ohio River towns for fear "that they 
might be enticed away by abolitionists."9 From the time of the termination 
of the relationship with Williams until their escape, they were stationed in 
Lexington, Kentucky, during the winter season. They were permitted to visit 
other Bluegrass towns in the vicinity-for example, Frankfort, where they 
played for private parties and entertainments held during the sessions of 
• Deposition of James S. Graham, July 11, 1842. 
• Ibid. 
'This letter, marked "Exhi~it A" was filed with the deposition of J. S. Everett, taken 
on June 15, 1842. Everett testified that he had corresponded with Dr. Graham and was 
familiar enough with his handwriting to identify this letter as written by Dr. Graham. 
• Deposition of James S. Graham, July 11, 1842. 
• Deposition of Richard Harlan, September 6, 1842. 
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the legislature.10 Early in the winter of 1840-1841, just prior to their escape, 
they were reported to have been in Lexington. Dr. Graham went to New 
Orleans, and while he was away, they took advantage of his absence and 
made their escape.11 
There is no evidence relative to the time Dr. Graham remained in New 
Orleans. After returning and learning of the escape, however, he made three 
separate attempts to recover his valuable slaves. The first was a fruitless 
trip of his brother, James Graham, to Ohio to find them.12 
After this effort Dr. Graham travelled to Detroit with three other men 
in an effort to capture them.13 Ironically, the journey from Louisville to 
Cincinnati was made on the Pike where the travellers "learned from some 
of the hands on the boat ... that the three slaves went upon the said boat 
from Louisville.''14 From Cincinnati the quartet made its way through 
Ohio to Detroit, where, having learned that the slaves had escaped to Can-
ada, they remained ten days planning to recover them. 
At this time a "heated election" was in progress in Ontario. Colonel John 
Prince, a naturalized Canadian of English birth, was running for a seat in 
the "provincial Parliament of Canada.'' The colonel was one of the most 
colorful figures in this period of Canadian history.15 
When the Canadian Rebellion broke out in 1837, a number of border 
disturbances occurred. Many of the rebels took refuge in the United States 
where some of them attempted to assemble forces for an attack on Canada. 
Numerous Americans were willing volunteers. It has even been suspected 
that many United States government officials turned their backs on these 
efforts to raise troops. 
The Detroit river frontier was one of the danger points in that area. 
Colonel Prince, commander of the Essex County militia, became a "hero" 
when a large number of filibusterers crossed from Detroit to attack Windsor 
on December 4, 1838. The colonel collected his troops to meet the assault. 
In the battle of Windsor that followed the Canadians were victorious, and 
several of the rebels were either killed or captured. At this time Colonel 
10 Deposition of James S. Graham, July 11, 1842. 
11 Deposition of George P. Richardson, August 20, 1842. 
19 Deposition of James S. Graham, February 21, 1842. 
18 Deposition of James S. Graham, February 21, 1842. Deposition of Harvey McFa-
tridge, February 14, 1842. Deposition of Isaac Vanarsdale, February 22, 1842. 
"Deposition of Isaac Vanarsdale, February 22, 1842. 
10 Information contained in a letter from W. Kaye Lamb, Canadian Archivist, De-
cember 3, 1958. Mr. Lamb cited an article by Wallace W. Stewart in The Dictionary of 
Canadian Biography, II, 538. 
6 THE Sourn CAROLINA HISTORICAL AssoCIATION 
Prince ordered that five be shot, an act which created a great stir in Detroit. 
For a time there was a price on the colonel's head in Detroit.16 
Prince was elected in 1841 to serve as a member of the legislative as-
sembly of United Canada. He served until 1854. By some strange coinci-
dence Dr. Graham learned that Prince had engaged George, Reuben, and 
Henry to "play at the polls in Win[d]sor opposite to Detroit during" this 
campaign. 
Apparently, Dr. Graham thought there was an opportunity to recover 
his lost chattels in Malden since he chartered a steamboat, the General 
McComb, commanded by a Captain Atwood. He also assembled a group 
of approximately thirty men to accompany him on a trip to Malden. A 
Canadian agent was employed "to bring the slaves on board" the McComb 
after she docked at Malden. Such careful planning was useless, however, 
because someone revealed the plot and the slaves never were appre-
hended.17 Thus, after "travelling night and day" for nearly a month, the 
party of four returned home. To add to Dr. Graham's feeling of frustration 
was the realization that he had spent almost one thousand dollars in his 
recapture effort.1B 
Dr. Graham's brother, James S. Graham, said that the escapees later 
wrote their former master stating their willingness to return home with 
one Shelton Morris if he were sent to Canada with enough money to bring 
them home.19 The latter, a free man of color and a barber in Louisville, was 
sent to Canada pursuant to their request. Although no details of this mission 
were related, Morris failed in his effort. 
In September 1841 Dr. Graham filed a bill in the Louisville chancery 
court against Jacob Strader and John Gorman, owners of the Pike. 20 As 
complainant, he related the circumstances connected with the escape and 
the trouble and expense he had incurred during the futile trip to Canada. 
Since Strader and Gorman were not within the jurisdiction of the Kentucky 
courts and the Pike was, Dr. Graham prayed that the boat be attached and 
a decree be awarded for damages sustained by the escape of the slaves. 
If necessary, the Pike should be sold to satisfy the judgment of the court.21 
1
• Information contained in a letter from L. R. Gray, past president of the Ontario 
Historical Society, London, Ontario, November 21, 1958. 
17 Deposition of Isaac C. Vanarsdale, February 22, 1842. 
18 Ibid. 
19 Deposition of James S. Graham, February 21, 1842. 
•• Bill filed for Dr. Christopher Graham, signed by his brother, James S. Graham, as 
agent, dated September 21, 1841. 
21 Attachment bond, September 23, 1841. 
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At least four summons were issued against the defendants before they 
appeared in court on November 25, 1841.22 The next day the Pike was 
replevied. 23 
More than three months then passed before the answer was filed by the 
defendants on March 4, 1842. Although Strader and Gorman admitted the 
ownership of the Pike and their residence in Cincinnati, they maintained 
that "neither of them were on board" the boat when the escape occurred. 
It was commanded by the master, John Armstrong. They denied that the 
complainant, Dr. Graham, owned the three slaves in question, but acknowl-
edged that they were musicians; they denied that the slaves had left the 
home of Dr. Graham and were transported by the Pike to Cincinnati from 
which point they escaped to Canada; and they denied that Dr. Graham's 
expenses incurred during a trip to Canada in an attempt to recapture the 
slaves should be figured in the damages. 
The defendants also alleged that for a long time prior to the escape of 
George, Henry, and Reuben, Dr. Graham had permitted them to travel 
about as free negroes, to hire themselves out to play for private and public 
entertainments, and to receive the wages which they had earned. The 
defendants also maintained that these slaves had been allowed to leave the 
state of Kentucky "as if they were free." They also contended that the 
court had no jurisdiction of the case; that the proper parties were not before 
the court; that the complainant's bill was not good in law; and that the Pike 
"had the right to navigate the Ohio River and that she hailed from and 
belonged to Cincinnati."2 4 
Three weeks later Strader and Gorman filed an amended answer con-
taining the additional allegations that several years previously Dr. Graham 
had permitted his three slaves to live in Louisville with Williams, a free 
man of color, for the purpose of learning music. This pleading also stated 
that by Dr. Graham's written consent they had been allowed to go to Ohio 
with Williams where they remained for a long time working. In consequence 
the said mulattoes had acquired a right to freedom. In view of this evidence 
the defendants contended that Dr. Graham could not maintain his suit.25 
Evidence contained in the depositions taken for the first trial disclosed 
that from 1837-1839 two of these slaves, Reuben and Henry, were actually 
placed with the free negro named Williams who lived in Louisville, but 
the testimony failed to sustain the statement that Reuben and Henry were 
22 On September 23, 1841; September 28, 1841; October 1841; and November 25, 
1841. 
•• Replevy bond, November 26, 1841. 
" Answer of the defendants, dated March l, 1842, and filed in court March 4, 1842. 
•• Amended answer, dated March 23, 1842, filed in court March 25, 1842. 
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completely free to go and come anytime they desired as the defendants 
Strader and Gorman alleged. Specific instances found in the evidence dis-
closed that they were always accompanied by Williams. During the Christ-
mas season of 1837, for example, all three of these Negroes went to New 
Albany, Indiana, upon two occasions. The first was to play at a ball at the 
High Street House, 26 and the second at a private party. 27 
In 1839, George Fitzhugh, who managed the Madison Hotel at Madison, 
Indiana, sent his bartender to Louisville "to engage musicians to play for 
a ball." While there he hired Williams. Fitzhugh stated that Williams ap-
peared at the appointed time and brought two mulatto boys with him. He 
played with the boys and collected their pay.28 
One Madame Blaiqui, a teacher of dancing who conducted two schools 
at Madison, Indiana-, and Cincinnati, Ohio, stated that she was acquainted 
with Williams and all three of the slaves, George, Reuben, and Henry. In 
May 1837 Williams and the three slaves played for her at a ball in Cin-
cinnati. Later in the same year the four played at a ball given by her at 
Madison. This is the only evidence that George was ever with Williams and 
the other slaves Reuben and Henry.2 0 
Testimony also disclosed that another witness had seen Reuben and 
Henry with Williams in New Orleans "the winter after they were in New 
Albany." They had made the trip to New Orleans on the steamboat 
Empire.30 
Another important point in the evidence concerned the supervision exer-
cised over Negroes boarding the Pike. The clerk, Charles P. Bacon, declared 
that Captain Armstrong never transported Negroes on board the Pike alone 
unless he knew that they were free men. He also refused written evidence 
of their freedom unless the signature of the man vouching for the Negroes 
could be positively identified. This precaution was essential because most 
"free papers" carried by the blacks were forged.31 A regular passenger on 
the Pike corroborated Bacon's testimony, asserting that when Captain Arm-
strong or the ship's personnel didn't know a Negro, they required some 
other person to "vouch that they are free" before accepting them as pas-
sengers. In all other instances Negroes must be accompanied by their owners 
or responsible persons. 
•• Deposition of Robert C. Lyons, July 10, 1843. 
•• Deposition of Thomas Riddle, June 27, 1843. 
•• Deposition_ of George Fitzhugh, September 28, 1842. 
•• Deposition of Madame M. D. Blaiqui, December 16, 1842. 
•• Deposition of Thomas Riddle, June 27, 1843. 
11 Deposition of Charles P. Bacon, April 11-12, 1842. Deposition of Levi James, 
April 11-12, 1842. Deposition of Alfred Dunning, September 24, 1842. 
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A witness for Dr. Graham, however, swore that when he was on board 
the Pike at the beginning of the trip to Canada, Captain Armstrong ad-
mitted taking George, Reuben, and Henry on board the Pike; denied any 
knowledge that they were slaves; and stated that since he thought they 
were free men he didn't ask to see their passes "either on coming on board 
or leaving the boat."82 
Judge George M. Bibb handed down a decision in this case in which 
he held that under the statutes of Kentucky enacted in 1824 and 1828 any 
master of a boat taking a slave out of the state without the consent of his 
master was liable to pay damages to the offended party. Boats were declared 
liable to condemnation and sale, and the owners, masters, agents, and serv-
ants were likewise liable.83 Virginia had given Kentucky jurisdiction over 
the Ohio River, and, according to Grotius, the country which possessed the 
"right of sovereign command" was able to regulate traffic as far as necessary 
"to its own security and that of its citizens." The right of navigation enjoyed 
by other states bordering on the river was only "the right of use." It could 
not be exercised to the prejudice of the state ( or its people) which had 
jurisdiction over the river. 
Judge Bibb also decided that Dr. Graham's letter previously quoted con-
stituted "sufficient license and permission without limitation as to time, or 
place, to any and every owner . . . of any steamboat to . . . transport 
them, Reuben and Henry, to any place in or out of this state." This state-
ment made it unfair to decide, so the judge thought, in favor of the plaintiff 
insofar as Reuben and Henry were concerned. 
No evidence had been presented that a similar privilege had been given 
to George. His exportation on the Pike to Cincinnati and his escape to 
Canada were proved, and the owners of the Pike were answerable for dam-
ages suffered by the plaintiff. A jury was ordered for November 10, 1843, 
to judge the facts concerning the escape of George and the damages sus-
tained by Dr. Graham. 
Other delays ensued and other jury dates were set until one was finally 
impanelled on March 1, 1844. On that date both parties moved that various 
instructions be given the jury-most of which were refused. The jury was 
finally instructed to inquire into four questions: ( 1) Whether the slave 
George was taken on board the Pike in Kentucky and carried on board said 
boat out of the state? ( 2) Whether this slave was so transported without 
any evidence that he was a free man and without his owner's consent? 
( 3) Whether George was a slave owned by Dr. Graham when he boarded 
•• Depositions of Harvey McFatridge, February 14, 1842; July 11, 1842. 
•• Opinion of Judge George M. Bibb, October 7, 1843. 
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the Pike? ( 4) What were the damages the plaintiff suffered as a conse-
quence of this unlawful exportation? This jury found that the "facts charged" 
were proved by the evidence and awarded the plaintiff the sum of one 
thousand dollars in damages. 34 
Both parties requested that this verdict be set aside and a new trial be 
granted because they thought certain evidence and instructions should not 
have been excluded. The complainant also charged that the damages 
awarded by the verdict were insufficient. The defendants alleged that the 
damages were too excessive, and the verdict was conh·ary to the law and 
the evidence presented in this case. \Vhen these requests were refused each 
party appealed to the Kentucky court of appeals for a reversal of the decree 
of the Louisville chancery court. 35 
Justice Marshall read the opinion of this court on October 14, 1844. He 
held that the master or owner of a slave must give permission to authorize 
the master or owner of a steamboat to transport the slave beyond the limits 
of the state. Such an act could not be defended by proof that the owner had 
allowed another person to carry the slave out of the state upon previous 
occasions.36 Dr. Graham's letter of permission was an authorization to Wil-
liams to take Reuben and Henry where he pleased at the proper time. It 
contained no general permission to Reuben and Henry to travel whenever 
or wherever they desired. The court observed that there was no evidence 
that the defendants were aware of the letter in question until after they had 
filed the answer in the Louisville chancery court. "Confidence expressed in 
August, 1837, may not have been felt in January, 1841. The writing on its 
face was no authority for the asportation of Henry and Reuben and no 
ground for dismissing the Bill as to them." 
The owner of a slave who was a resident of Kentucky did not forfeit his 
right of ownership in a slave by transporting him to Indiana or Ohio, or 
authorizing another to do so, if the intention was merely to sojourn for a 
short time, or merely to travel through the state. This was especially true 
when the slave failed to assert his right to freedom during the time he was 
there. 
Dr. Graham's permission to the slaves to reside in Lexington did not 
warrant the assumption of authority by the owner or master of a steamboat 
to transport the slaves beyond the limits of Kentucky. Neither was it a li-
cense to leave the state. 
•• Verdict, March 1, 1844. 
•• Plaintiff's cause for a new trial, March 5, 1844. Defendant's cause for a new trial, 
March 5, 1844. 
•• Opinion of the court of appeals, October 14, 1844. The case was published in the 
reports of the Kentucky court of appeals ( 44 Kentucky 17,3). 
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The decree of the lower court was reversed and the case remanded for 
further proceedings relative to Reuben and Henry, as well as George. It was 
also ordered that John Armstrong, master of the Pike, be made a party to 
the suit.37 
The depositions taken during the second trial contain more detailed evi-
dence relative to some events mentioned in the testimony presented at the 
first trial. One deponent who was a witness on both occasions, for example, 
stated in his second deposition that Dr. Graham had employed an unnamed 
person as agent in Detroit to go to Malden ahead of the boat engaged by 
Dr. Graham and arrange to decoy the slaves to the wharf.88 Dr. Graham 
gave him a large sum of money for his services. 
This unknown agent was said to have betrayed the plot. When the 
McComb approached Malden, the captain decided not to dock when he 
realized that there were almost one hundred hostile witnesses on the wharf 
who were opposed to this mission.39 
Other deponents for Dr. Graham brought out the following facts: 
George, Reuben, and Henry were exceptionally gifted musicians. One 
deponent declared that they were superior "to any other band the com-
plainant has ever had at his watering place, either French or German.''40 
Reuben, "the leader, was a very fine prompter with a fine clear voice." He 
directed "the collections" and managed the ballroom "with great skill and 
with unexceptionable manners and deportment."41 After their escape 
Dr. Graham was forced to pay at least four or five hundred dollars each 
season for an orchestra. 42 The slaves were never succeeded by musicians 
who were as satisfactory as they had been.43 
Graham was represented as a fair master who was kind to his slaves.'14 
He was very careful not to allow "escapist" talk. Usually he disposed of a 
slave known to engage in it.45 He was so much concerned about their moral 
behavior that he would never keep a slave guilty of theft, intoxication, or 
any other offences. 4 0 
37 Amended bill, November 15, 1844. Answer of John Armstrong, December 19, 1844. 
Answer of Christopher Graham to the cross bill of John Armstrong, January 5, 1845. 
38 Deposition of Isaac C. Vanarsdale, December 24, 1844. 
•• Deposition of H. S. McFatridge, April 6, 1845. 
'
0 Deposition of C. C. Chinn, April 6, 1845. 
" Deposition of Richard D. Harlan, May 9, 1845. 
" Deposition of H. S. McFatridge, April 6, 1845. 
•• Deposition of Joseph A. Thompson, April 6, 1845. Deposition of Benjamin C. 
Trapnall, May 9, 1845. Deposition of Peter Davis, April 5, 1845. 
"Deposition of Joseph A. Thompson, April 6, 1845. 
•• Deposition of James H. Coleman, April 5, 1845. 
0 Deposition of Peter Davis, April 5, 1845. Deposition of Isaac G. Carter, April 11, 
1845. Deposition of Benjamin C. Trapnall, May 9, 1845. 
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A number of the plaintiffs witnesses expressed the opinion that George, 
Reuben, and Henry were worth at least $1,500. Two or theree others said 
they were worth $2,000.47 
Whenever they were on their own in any of the bluegrass towns during 
Dr. Graham's absence, one of his friends was usually appointed to keep a 
strict surveillance over them. 48 
The escaped slaves were excellent dining room servants. They were 
always obedient and happy.49 Several deponents declared that there was 
no evidence of a disposition to run away.50 
An abolitionist, Peter Dunn, was known to reside in Harrodsburg. Some 
witnesses thought he might have exerted an unfavorable influence on 
them.111 Dunn had emancipated his slaves on the ground "that it would be 
cheaper for men to hire labor than to own it."52 One deponent related that 
"such has been the exhibition of his feeling . . . as to encourage insubordi-
nation and riots in slaves in the neighborhood, against the constituted 
authorities, such as destroying fences, grain stacks, and in attacking the 
house of one of the patrol in the neighborhood. . . ."~s 
New evidence presented for the defendants stressed a much lower value 
for George, Reuben, and Henry-$500 to $700 apiece.54 
Since they were alleged to have been allowed to hire themselves out at 
will and keep their earnings, they were much more inclined to run away 
at an opportune time. 1111 
Slaves allowed to travel about freely and hire themselves out were of 
little value unless they were taken South to be sold as field hands.56 
" Deposition of Peter Davis, April 5, 1845. Deposition of H. S. McFatridge, April 6, 
1845. Deposition of J. H. Coleman, April 10, 1845. Deposition of Benjamin C. Trapnall, 
May 9, 1845. 
•• Deposition of H. S. McFatridge, April 6, 1845. Deposition of J. G. Carter, April 6, 
1845. 
•• Deposition of H. S. McFatridge, April 6, 1945. Deposition of James W. Mays, 
April 9, 1845. 
•• Deposition of J. H. Rice, April 2, 1845. Deposition of George N. Caldwell, April 2, 
1845. Deposition of Phil B. Thompson, April 3, 1845. Deposition of Peter Davis, April 
10, 1845. 
01 Deposition of James S. Graham, April 2, 1845. Deposition of J. W. Cardwell, April 
2, 1845. Deposition of J. H. Rice, April 2, 1845. Deposition of Joseph A. Thompson, 
April 6, 1845. 
•• Deposition of J. W. Cardwell, April 2, 1845. 
•• Deposition of Ebenezer Magoffin, April 2, 1845. 
•• Deposition of P. R. Dunn, April 15, 1845. Deposition of Avis Throckmorton, May 
6, 1845. 
•• Deposition of Phil R. Gray, April 1, 1845. Deposition of John B. Bland, April 1, 
1845. Deposition of P. R. Dunn, April 15, 1845. Deposition of F. S. J. Ronald, June 5, 
1845 . 
.. Deposition of John B. Bland, April 1, 1845. Deposition of Avis Throckmorton, 
May 6, 1845. 
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The facts of inquiry were submitted to a jury on October 2, 1845, and 
a verdict granting Dr. Graham three thousand dollars in damages was 
returned.57 From this decree the defendants appealed the case to the Ken-
tucky court of appeals a second time. 
Chief Justice Marshall also delivered the second opinion of the court in 
this case on October 4, 1847.58 The principal questions before the court 
concerned the depositions which formed a part of the trial record of the 
Louisville chancery court. Those which had been taken before · the court in 
the first trial were taken again during the second trial after all proper per-
sons had been made parties. In these second depositions the deponents 
referred to and confirmed their first depositions. On this point the appellate 
court ruled that the first depositions were properly read at the second trial. 
As there was no error the decree of the lower court was affirmed. The 
defendants then appealed the decision to the Supreme Court of the United 
States upon a writ of error. 
The case was argued before the Supreme Court during the December 
term of 1850. Mr. Jones, counsel who argued the case for Jacob Strader, 
James Gorman, and John Armstrong, plaintiffs in error, contended that as 
soon as the slaves set foot on free soil with the consent of their master they 
were free, and this freedom could not be lost. Whether the slaves went 
there to reside permanently or merely for a temporary purpose was imma-
terial. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 contained a clause prohibiting 
slavery. The laws of Indiana and Ohio, two states which were carved out 
of the Northwest Territory, contained a similar prohibition. It logically 
followed that when George, Reuben, and Henry entered either state they 
became free under the operation of these laws. 59 
John J. Crittenden, former senator from Kentucky, and then attorney 
general of the United States, represented Dr. Graham, the defendant in 
error. Mr. Crittenden argued that the principal issue was the status of a 
slave when he returned to Kentucky under the law of Kentucky-not his 
status under the laws of Indiana or Ohio when he was present in either of 
those states. The question was one that involved the local law which was 
cognizable in the local courts. The Supreme Court of the United States had 
no authority to set aside, much less to review, a decision of Kentucky's high-
est court since it had not arisen under any act of Congress, or under the 
Northwest Ordinance of 1787, but under a statute enacted by the Kentucky 
legislature. The Kentucky court of appeals had ruled that there had been 
•• Facts of inquiry submitted to the jury, October 2, 1845. The verdict is recorded 
on the same sheet in this part of the record. 
•• Strader v. Graham ( 46 Kentucky 633). 
•• Strader v. Graham (51 U.S. 89). 
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no residence, but only a temporary visit for a temporary purpose. When the 
slaves returned to their master voluntarily, they could not claim their free-
dom under the Northwest Ordinance. 
Chief Justice Taney, who delivered the opinion of the court, stated that: 
1. Each state possessed the right to determine the status of individuals 
residing within its limits, subject only to the Constitution of the United 
States. 
2. That document contained nothing which could control the Kentucky 
law upon such a question. 
3. The laws of Kentucky determined the status of George, Reuben, and 
Henry when they returned, and not the laws of Ohio. 
4. Since the Kentucky court of appeals held that they were slaves, that 
decision was conclusive. The Supreme Court had no jurisdiction in the 
matter. 
5. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787, even if it were still in force, would 
have no more effect in Kentucky than the law of Ohio or Indiana. It "could 
not influence the decision" relative to "the rights of the master or the slaves" 
in Kentucky, nor confer jurisdiction upon the Supreme Court of the United 
States.60 
Taney pointed out that the United States Constitution had been "adopted 
by common consent" and thus the people residing in the territories were 
"parties to it and bound by it and entitled to its benefits, as well as the 
people of the then existing states." The article in the Northwest Ordinance 
concerning slavery was not made a part of the Constitution even though 
the ordinance was declared to be a perpetual compact. Since it was not 
above the Constitution it could not give jurisdiction to the Supreme Court. 
The judicial authority of the United States courts was derived from the 
Constitution and the laws made under its authorization. 
After ten years of litigation Dr. Graham won his case although he failed 
to secure sufficient financial remuneration for the loss of his slaves. From 
the historian's point of view, however, the case has an important signifi-
cance. Charles Warren in his history of the United States Supreme Court 
has concluded that if that court had followed this decision in the Dred Scott 
case in 1857, "the whole history of the country might have been changed."01 
The "hyperemotional" state of many leaders and the politics of that year, 
however, were too strong to have permitted such a logical course of action. 
•• Strader v. Graham (51 U.S. 94) . Mr. Justice McLean and Mr. Justice Catron deliv-
ered separate opinions. Both denied the court had jurisdiction, but for different legal 
reasons. 
01 Charles WaiTen, The Supreme Court in United States History, Boston, 1926, II, 
498. 
THE FREEDMEN'S BUREAU AND ITS CAROLINA CRITICS 
MARTIN ABBOTr 
Unlike their posterity, South Carolinians in 1865 experienced little sense 
of romance in viewing the Lost Cause of the Confederacy; instead they 
felt only the anguish of failure and the agony of defeat. They were thus in 
no mood to welcome what they regarded as the effort of their conquerors 
to redefine the fundamentals of their life. They chafed under the military 
occupation of Union troops, and they looked with scorn upon the missionary 
endeavors of Northern teachers and reformers who followed in the wake of 
Federal armies. And they expressed a particular resentment over the pres-
ence of the Freedmen's Bureau, whose operations involved the most 
explosive of all questions in the South, that of trying to define the new rela-
tionship between the freed slaves and their former masters. The creation 
of Congress in the closing months of the war, the Bureau had been charged 
with a broad responsibility for the general welfare of Southern Negroes as 
they moved along the path from slavery to freedom. It was expected to 
assist as many of the former slaves as possible in becoming landowners; to 
play a major role in defining the new status of the Negro as a free worker 
in a slaveless economy; to relieve destitution among the blacks by providing 
food, clothing, and medical care; and to supervise a program of Negro 
education. 
From the beginning white Carolinians evinced a hostile suspicion of the 
Bureau, fearing that its enthusiasm for helping the former slave would lead 
it to disturb, and even disrupt, the traditional relationship between Negro 
and white. No matter how circumspect it might be, the Bureau was bound 
to incur the sullen displeasure, if not indeed the angry opposition, of the 
white population. The agency, therefore, faced a formidable task, one that 
would require a large measure of tact and discretion. Unhappily, Rufus 
Saxton, who served as head of the Bureau in the state during 1865, pos-
sessed neither of these qualities. He suffered from the delusion that earnest 
intentions and honest emotions were enough to provide a solution for the 
serious problems before him; and whether wittingly or not, he managed 
by his initial words and actions to convey an impression that he regarded 
the well-being of the freedmen as somehow apart from that of the rest of 
society. Consequently, his administration succeeded in antagonizing a 
sizeable part of the white population.1 
1 For this estimate of Saxton, see Martin Abbott, "The Freedmen's Bureau in South 
Carolina, 1865-1872," unpublished doctoral dissertation, Emory University. 
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Opposition to the Bureau first crystallized during the summer of 1865 as 
its officials undertook to re-settle hundreds of freedmen on lands that had 
formerly belonged to the whites. Its control over such lands had grown out 
of wartime legislation by Congress, which had authorized Federal agents 
to seize certain kinds of property within the re-conquered areas of the Con-
federacy and then had directed that all such property be turned over to 
the Bureau upon its creation. The Bureau was expected to distribute the 
land among the freedmen by selling or leasing it to them in small plots and 
on convenient terms. Thereby a dual purpose might be served. Many of 
the former slaves would be encouraged to establish an economic inde-
pendence with which to bolster their political freedom; and, secondly, the 
Bureau could use the income from such sales and rentals for the support 
of its work-a vital consideration, since Congress had not appropriated any 
money for its initial operations. 
In South Carolina the total of such property at the disposal of the Bureau 
amounted to more than three hundred thousand acres of land. Under Sax-
ton's direction agents and officers proceeded immediately to locate dozens 
of Negro families on forty-acre plots, either as tenants or as purchasers. 
The dispossessed white owners and their spokesmen promptly raised a sharp 
outcry against such proceedings. Typical was the comment of the Charles-
ton Courier, which termed the presence of the Bureau "anomalous and 
unnecessary" and then declared: "Those are the real enemies of the Freed-
men who seek to instill into them, that they can either be prosperous or 
progressive except by . . . frugality, sobriety, and honest, consistent toil."2 
Another paper echoed this view: "We do not say that all Northern men 
who come South are of the class alluded to, but we do say that all who 
prowl through the country, teaching the Negroes ... that the lands are 
to be given to the colored people . . . are the vilest and meanest sect that 
ever disgraced the annals of civilization."3 
In time the original owners were able to re-claim most of their property 
as a result of President Johnson's reconstruction policy, since the presi-
dential program provided for a restoration of all rights, including those of 
property, to all who secured pardon. Thus, South Carolina and the rest 
of the South were relieved of the threat of wholesale confiscation; but among 
the whites of the state resentment toward the Bureau for its role in the 
affair lingered on. 
During the same time white hostility toward the Bureau was further 
inflamed as a result of its work in defining and regulating the new condi-
• Charleston Courier, December 27, 1865. 
• Columbia Daily Phoenix, June 4, 1867. 
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tions of labor between the emancipated slaves and their former masters. 
Actually, of course, the heart of the matter lay in the hard necessity of both 
races having to unlearn more than two hundred years of habit, custom, 
and attitude fashioned by slavery. In light of what slavery had come to 
represent in the life of the South during the ante-bellum years, its disestab-
lishment raised questions which time and experience alone could answer. 
Many of the freedmen in 1865 appear to have believed that emancipation 
was going to usher in some sort of millennium, while many of the whites 
seem to have felt that the new code of race relations could be easily estab-
lished within the traditional framework. As for the Bureau, a large number 
of its agents labored under utopian delusions about the nature of post-war 
Southern society. Each of the three groups thus viewed the matter in a 
different light; each approached it in a different spirit and from a different 
direction. In such a setting misunderstanding and ill-will among the groups 
was inevitable. 
No one was quite sure of how to proceed in trying to impose some degree 
of order upon the chaos that prevailed in the state's agriculture. Many of 
the planters and farmers, faced with the devastation of war and a critical 
shortage of capital, sought to improvise arrangements with the freed Negro 
workers. Large numbers of Negroes, bewildered and excited by their 
changed status, wandered away from the farmsteads to test out the strange 
new freedom. The Bureau, hampered by inexperience and limited funds, 
labored to devise a system of contract labor that would advance the Negro's 
economic welfare. It established rules governing wages and other condi-
tions of employment and then endeavored to see that written contracts 
between the freedmen and their employers were drawn up to conform to 
such provisions.4 White employers soon began to protest against the Bu-
reau's rules and regulations, as well as against its methods of enforcing 
the contracts. They were angered, for example, by the instances in which 
a few overzealous agents, at the close of the growing season, nullified those 
labor agreements which they defined as unjust to the Negro workers, even 
though the terms had been approved at the beginning of the season by 
some other Bureau official. Governor James L. Orr and other spokesmen 
complained vigorously about the practice.11 
Still another action that antagonized the whites was the practice of some 
Bureau agents in collecting from the employer a fee of up to fifty cents 
• Martin Abbott, "Free Land, Free Labor, and the Freedmen's Bureau," Agricultural 
History, XXX ( 1956), 150-156. 
• J. L. Orr to R. K. Scott, December 6, 1866; R. K. Scott to 0 . 0. Howard, Novem-
ber 1, 1866, records of the Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands, 
National Archives, Washington (afterwards BRFAL). 
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for each laborer hired under an approved contract. An official in the district 
of Greenwood was reliably reported to have earned about two thousand 
dollars in such fees during one year. No doubt, the decision by the Bureau's 
leaders to prohibit the practice at the beginning of 1866 was prompted in 
large part by the nature and number of white complaints about it.6 Yet 
not even this prohibition could erase the feeling of farmers and planters 
that they had been dealt with unfairly. 
The entire program of the Bureau in the area of labor relationships 
encountered growing criticism from the whites. Some expressed a fear that 
the agency was opening up an "irreconciliable antagonism between the 
former owner and the freed slave" by encouraging the Negro to believe that 
every labor concession by an employer was "only so much wrung from the 
white man by compulsion." Others were persuaded that the Bureau's policy 
would force planters to turn entirely to white labor for their needs; still 
others were convinced that the mere presence of the agency encouraged 
"the ignorant and the indolent" to abandon their jobs in order to flock 
around Bureau headquarters to get free rations or to make trivial com-
plaints. Many complained that Bureau officials allowed Negro workers to 
violate their contracts with impunity while sternly forcing white employers 
to abide by their terms. 7 Indeed, a common feeling was that the greater the 
distance to the nearest Bureau office, the greater the prospects for agricul-
tural stability and prosperity. Typical of a widespread view was one news-
paper's description of the Bureau as composed of "negrophilists, professed 
humanitarians and sharp speculating characters" whose garments always 
gave off "the stench of the grave yard."8 
One finds the same theme stressed over and over by white critics: agri-
cultural affairs in the state could never be stabilized until white Carolinians, 
who best understood the Negro, had the unfettered right to control and 
regulate his employment. One of the state's leading judges summarized the 
feelings of a great many when he declared that the people of South Caro-
lina were "greatly embarrassed by the presence and interference of the 
Freedmen's Bureau" by which the Negroes were "taught to be suspicious 
of their old masters . . . and encouraged to distrust their counsel." The 
Bureau, concluded the judge, "is a great, useless, expensive, and mischie-
vous machinery, which seems to be kept up simply to grind taxes out of the 
• J. L. Orr to R. K. Scott, May 12, 1866, BRFAL. 
'Yorkville Inquirer, January 25, 1866. Sumter Watchman, May 30, 1866. Columbia 
Daily Phoenix, May 30, 1866. Charleston Daily News, August 13, 1866. Fairfield Herald, 
January 30, 1867. 
• An article from the National Record reprinted in Sumter Watchman, December 20, 
1865. 
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people for the support of cunning politicians, excited lunatics, and political 
preachers."9 
The Bureau also stirred up criticism among the whites of the state by 
its endeavors in the realm of education for the freedmen. Seemingly, the 
objections were prompted less by opposition to education itself than by a 
fear that political indoctrination was being practiced under the guise of 
schooling. Planters, for example, did not hesitate to establish schools for 
the children of Negro workers on their plantations; nor was it uncommon 
to find native whites engaged as teachers in such schools. One planter prob-
ably spoke for many in urging that "if we educate the black man, allow 
him to read, speak, hear speeches, vote and exercise the privileges of a 
FREE MAN, it derogates nothing from our own character ... but raises 
him towards a level, at least, with us."10 Whites then do not appear gen-
erally to have opposed schooling for the Negro, but rather the Bureau's 
variety of it. A leading newspaper in the state asserted its belief that "the 
Northern people, under the auspices of the Government, and the immediate 
direction of that incubus, the Freedmen's Bureau," had established institu-
tions under teachers who "maligned and traduced the Southern people'' 
and who often taught "insolence and hatred more than anything else."11 
Holding such a view, many white spokesmen urged young Carolinians to 
take up the challenge of teaching the freedmen. One editor declared: "We 
want teachers ... of us . . . who will leave politics outside of the school-
room doors."12 A planter made a typical plea in calling for native whites 
to take "the mental and moral development" of the freedmen into their own 
hands, so as "to leave no room for the ingress of these Northern moths into 
the social hive.''13 But there is little evidence that young men or women 
responded in any great number to such calls, leaving the Bureau to educate 
the freedmen, and white spokesmen to criticize and condemn its efforts. 
Perhaps more important than any of the foregoing in creating hostility 
toward the agency was the turn of political events during 1867 when Con-
gress extended the franchise to adult males among the former slaves. White 
spokesmen were soon declaring that the Bureau's main activity had come 
to be that of indoctrinating the Negroes with the political principles of the 
Republican party. One newspaper expressed a common view in asserting 
• Fairfield Herald, October 10, 1866. 
1° Keowee Courier, April 27, 1867. Regarding white teachers in Negro schools, see 
the Sumter Watchman, June 5, 1867, and the Columbia Daily Phoenix, July 2, Septem-
ber 3, 1867. 
11 Columbia Daily Phoenix, September 21, 1866. 
11 Columbia Daily Phoenix, April 3, 1867. 
11 Keowee Courier, June 9, 1866. 
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that the agency had become transformed into nothing more than "a gigantic, 
radical party machine" under the central direction of General 0. 0. Howard, 
who was "a natural fanatic-one of the psalm-singing sort from New Eng-
land."14 Even William H. Trescot, a prominent leader of unusual modera-
tion, could write that in South Carolina the Negroes who were generally 
inclined to trust the judgment of whites in most matters turned to Bureau 
officials and other Northerners for advice on political questions. u; 
Actually there is no solid evidence that the Bureau in South Carolina 
ever used its position to any great extent for the purpose of politics. During 
the whole period of the agency's operation about two hundred different 
individuals were employed by it; yet of this number, not more than twenty-
five or thirty can be identified as having engaged in politics, even in a minor 
sense, during their tenure of office or after leaving their Bureau position.16 
Therefore, charges by white leaders that the institution's main concern was 
to serve the Republican party simply do not appear to be borne out by 
the facts. 
Yet a few agents and officers did concern themselves with the Negro's 
political fortunes, thereby lending credibility to the charges of Carolina 
critics. Rufus Saxton, for example, shortly after becoming head of the 
Bureau in the state, publicly urged a large gathering of freedmen to draft 
a petition to the President demanding that the franchise be given them; 
Robert K. Scott, Saxton's successor undoubtedly used the prestige and 
influence of his office during the closing months of his tenure to secure the 
governorship of the state for himself in 1868; and still a handful of other 
officials used their Bureau positions for advancing their own political ambi-
tions or the general cause of Republicanism among the former slaves.17 
Their number was small and their influence limited, yet their activity was 
enough to help fashion a stereotyped image in the minds of most whites 
in the state. 
In addition to charging the Bureau with political behavior, white spokes-
men made other accusations. One editor, in commenting upon the order 
issued from Washington which forbade agents to engage in planting opera-
tions, expressed the hope that a similar prohibition might be imposed upon 
those "running saw mills, and otherwise speculating in and profiting by the 
'sweat of the freedman's face.' "18 Another journalist complained in 1868 
"Newberry Herald, August 28, 1867. 
'"William H. Trescot to Andrew Johnson, September 8, 1867, W. H. Trescot Col-
lection, Library of Congress. 
1
• See chapter two of the author's unpublished dissertation. 
11 Ibid. Also see Charleston Courier, May 13, 15, 1865. 
1
• Columbia Daily Phoenix, May 23, 1866. 
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that the Bureau had cost the taxpayer fifteen or twenty million dollars, most 
of which had been pocketed by agents rather than used for the benefit of 
the Negro. "It is a very easy thing for a Radical to appear as the friend of 
the colored people, when he is getting a good salary for it," the writer con-
cluded.19 A planter described the agency "as a kind of sinecure for abolition 
pets to creep into ... draw pay, and do little or nothing beneficial to the 
darkies."20 
The whites, in sum, leveled a constant barrage of varied criticism against 
the Bureau. They charged it with subversion of social relationships between 
Negro and white; with serving political ends; with encouraging idleness 
among the freedmen; with fostering misunderstanding between the two 
races; and with condoning incompetence, dishonesty, and fraud among its 
personnel. On occasion white feeling toward the agency threatened to erupt 
into physical violence against some of its officials. At Kingstree, for example, 
feeling became so strong against the local representative of the Bureau that 
a detachment of troops had to be sent for his protection. In the district of 
Darlington, according to another officer, the people demonstrated a deep 
contempt for the Bureau as well as for everything and everyone from the 
North. Most of the citizens, he wrote, were "miniature Hamilcars, bringing 
up their Hannibals."21 
Yet despite such episodes and despite the general disposition of the 
whites to denounce the agency, one finds a curious paradox involved in 
their attitude. They often enough expressed scorn for the institution in 
general; yet, in their dealings with the individual representative, they fre-
quently found him a responsible, well-meaning individual. John W. 
De Forest, a highly urbane and literate agent who was stationed in Green-
ville, wrote that although he was sometimes the victim of coarse insults 
from some of the townspeople, on the whole he found an air of hospitality 
that would have permitted him to be accepted into the society if he had 
wished. And even as it was, he found himself invited by the whites to 
numerous breakfasts, dinners, teas, and picnics.22 At Abbeville a group of 
eminent citizens, upon learning that the local agent was to be transferred 
elsewhere, requested his retention there in a petition which observed: "In 
our judgment his course has been approved by all fair minded men, both 
white and black; and we take pleasure in saying that . . . Capt. Perry has 
19 Abbeville Banner, September 30, 1868. 
•• Yorkville Inquirer, September 13, 1866. 
11 R. K. Scott to J. L. Orr, December 17, 1866, Freedmen's File, South Carolina His, 
torical Commission, Columbia, S. C. George Pingree to R. K. Scott, September 24, 1867, 
BRFAL. 
•• J. W. De Forest, A Union Officer in the Reconstruction, New Haven, 1948, p. 46. 
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labored earnestly to discharge faithfully and impartially the very delicate 
duties of his office."28 A group of whites in Orangeburg sent a similar peti-
tion relative to the agent there. 24 
On numerous occasions military officers, many of whom were also serv-
ing as Bureau officials, were highly praised for their conduct. One was 
reported by a local paper to have served "with such discretion and impar-
tiality . . . as to have commanded the esteem and respect of all classes of 
our people"; another was described as having performed his duties in a 
way that had "elicited the praises of all"; still a third was characterized as a 
man of "unwearied patience" whose "evident desire to administer Justice" 
was so highly regarded that members of the local bar were preparing a 
written testimonial to his "official worth and merit." In the city of Anderson 
the retiring commander took the unusual step of having a card published 
expressing his appreciation for the conduct of the townspeople during his 
tenure. "I have found them a friendly and quiet people who are well dis-
posed and accept the situation in good faith," he declared.25 
Most surprising of all, perhaps, were the endorsements given by the 
whites to Robert K. Scott's administration of Bureau affairs from early 1866 
until mid-1868. The Charleston Daily News, for example, while rejecting 
the assertion of Northerners that the planters of the state would like to see 
the Bureau continued, went on to declare: "The writer, and others not a 
few, whose opinions he knows, freely admits the integrity of purpose and 
propriety of deportment of General Scott. . . ." Under him the entire insti-
tution, which had been so "utterly odious" under his predecessor, had 
become at least tolerable and "by contrast, most agreeable."26 Another 
leading paper, while disclaiming any particular friendship for the Bureau, 
voiced its belief that Scott had conducted the affairs of the agency with 
"judgement and sound discretion" and had endeavored to control it "for 
the benefit of those for whom it was designed."27 Another evidence of the 
general regard for Scott can be found in the petitions sent by leading citi-
zens of the state to President Johnson, one saying that his "general adminis-
tration has been beneficial" and another declaring: "Genl. Scott is well and 
favourably known to both Freedmen and Planters, both of whom have full 
confidence in his ability and integrity of purpose."28 
•• Citizens to R. K. Scott, n. d., BRFAL. 
"Citizens to R. K. Scott, July 27, 1868, Freedmen's File, South Carolina Historical 
Commission, Columbia, S. C. 
•• Orangeburg News, June 20, 1868. Camden Journal, May 16, 1867. Sumter Watch-
man, November 15, 1865. Charleston Courier, September 14, 1865. Newberry Herald, 
June 27, 1866. Columbia Daily Phoenix, May 10, 1866. 
•• As reprinted in the Columbia Daily Phoenix, June 5, 1866. 
87 Columbia Daily Phoenix, December 25, 1867. 
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A description of this contradiction in white attitudes is easier to give 
than to analyze. On the one hand leaders of white public opinion were 
relentless in their attacks upon the Bureau as an institution; they questioned 
its need, doubted its work, and challenged its purpose; they professed to 
view it as an intruder, a usurper, an added distraction in an already dis-
tracted society. On the other hand, they were quite willing in the majority 
of instances to recognize, and even to pay tribute to, the worth of the indi-
vidual Bureau agent. And it has been the former attitude rather than the 
latter reality which has impressed itself upon the written record of the 
state's history. In 1879, for example, one Carolina author who had wit-
nessed Reconstruction drew up a harsh indictment of the Bureau, charac-
terizing it as an agency that had spread "its filthy meshes all over the State. 
These were, at first, mere swindling machines in the hands of sharpers. 
Afterwards party contrivances were superadded for the political bondage 
of the black man, far more galling than those world-abused 'chains of slav-
ery.' These man-traps furnished appropriate schooling for that rapacious 
crew who afterwards revelled in the treasury of the State.''29 Writing thirty 
years later a biographer of Wade Hampton offered an evaluation which, 
though more restrained, was hardly less negative. "The Freedmen's Bureau," 
he commented, "though in its origin beneficent in intention, did much more 
harm than good to the negroes themselves. By free rations they were en-
couraged to be idlers and vagrants, and by constant interference between 
them and the whites . . . the mutual kindly regard for each other originally 
entertained was weakened, or changed altogether."80 
One is entitled to ask the question of why, in the annals of the state, the 
unfavorable picture of the Bureau should be unrelieved by any reference to 
the many instances in which contemporary Carolinians, though opposing 
the Bureau in general, displayed acceptance and even endorsement of its 
individual representatives; or why it should have continued to be charged 
with wrongs it never committed. And one is further entitled to venture an 
answer that the main reason can be found in the post-Reconstruction atti-
tude of white Carolinians about the whole of their Reconstruction history. 
Having known and survived the vindictive wrath of the Radicals as well 
as the grim excesses of the carpetbag government in the state, whites after 
1876 were unable to see anything but evil in the entire experience. Thus, 
they could not or would not admit that the Bureau had been, or could be, 
viewed in any light other than as a manifestation of the spirit of the times. 
In this sense, the institution has received less than its just verdict at the 
hands of history. 
"'John A. Leland, A Voice from South Carolina, Charleston, 1879, p. 34. 
•• Edward L. Wells, Hampton and Reconstruction, Columbia, 1907, p. 75. 
SOCIAL CONSCIOUSNESS IN SOUTH CAROLINA DURING 
RECONSTRUCTION: IMPORTED OR INDIGENOUS? 
NEWTON B. JONES 
Studies of Reconstruction, by emphasizing the humanitarian aspects of 
the work of the Freedmen's Bureau and of Northern religious and charitable 
groups, leave the impression that there was little or no social consciousness 
in the South. By the same token the social legislation enacted by Southern 
assemblies during the years of Reconstruction has been attributed to the 
importation of a humanitarian impulse from the North.1 Yet there has been 
no comprehensive study of the extent to which dependent classes in the 
South were cared for by public or private institutions during the ante-
bellum period or during the years of the Civil War and Reconstruction. 
The need for such a study, which might well result in a basic revision of 
the concept of a lack of social consciousness prior to the arrival of the car-
petbagger, is indicated by a survey of the care available for orphans in 
South Carolina on the eve of the Civil War and of the efforts within the 
state to care for an increased number of dependent children during the 
years 1861-1876. 
I believe it is fair to state that two essential elements are involved in the 
concept of social consciousness. The first essential is an individual, or a 
small group, who from an awareness of the problem of the indigent and of 
the need for an adequate solution, takes the lead in formulating a plan. A 
second essential is public support or general acceptance of the idea of 
responsibility for the care of dependent classes and of financial aid for 
institutions which assume this responsibility. Those who recognize the prob-
lem can appeal for support to the members of a religious denomination, 
to the general public, or through the legislature or the city council to the 
taxpayer. In some cases an individual might have the resources to provide 
a solution. In South Carolina before and after the Civil War all these 
avenues were explored in seeking to provide for orphans. 
1 George R. Bentley, A History of the Freedrnen's Bureau, Philadelphia, 1955, pp. 76-
79, 139-144, 169-184, 209-210, 214. Martin Abbott, "The Freedmen's Bureau and Negro 
Schooling in South Carolina," South Carolina Historical Magazine, LVII (1956), 65-81. 
Elizabeth Bethel, "The Freedmen's Bureau in Alabama," Journal of Southern History, 
XIV (1948), 58-61, 64, 79-80, 91. John and LaWanda Cox, "General O. 0. Howard 
and the 'Misrepresented Bureau,' " ibid., XIX ( 1953), 450-456. Robert S. Henry, The 
Story of Reconstruction, New York, 1951, pp. 242-244, 293, 365, 431-436. Alrutheus A. 
Taylor, The Negro in South Carolina during Reconstruction, Washington, 1924, pp. 12-
13, 52, 82-100, 107-114, 180. W. E. B. Du Bois, Black Reconstruction, Philadelphia, 
1935, pp. 77-79, 225-227, 348-349, 411-413,, 425-426, 505-530, 591, 612, 622, 642-667. 
Henry L. Swint, The Northern Teacher in tne South, 1862-1870, Nashville, 1941, pp. 3-
34, 50-53, 56-58, 90-93, 141-142. John Hope Franklin, Reconstruction: After the Civil 
War, Chicago, 1961, p. 115. 
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In 1861 slightly over five hundred children were being cared for in six 
orphanages in the state. Ninety-three percent were in four orphanages in 
Charleston. In 1860 Charleston County had a white population of 29,136. 
The next greatest concentration was in Spartanburg County with only 
18,537 whites. 2 In addition to the concentration of population, the number 
of orphanages in Charleston can be explained by the number of persons 
there whose livelihood depended on trade and industry.3 The first orphan-
age established in Charleston has the distinction of being the oldest city-
supported orphanage in the country. The Charleston Orphan House, with 
an endowment of almost a quarter of a million dollars, received an annual 
appropriation from the city council, which amounted to $25,000 in 1860.1 
The three other Charleston orphanages were supported by religious denom-
inations. The Hebrew Orphan Society had been founded in 1801, but until 
1860, when an orphanage was opened, the Society had cared for children 
in private homes and had operated a school for its wards and other indigent 
children. Tradition has it that Judah P. Benjamin attended the Hebrew 
Orphan Society school.5 The Roman Catholic orphanage, founded in 1829, 
and the Episcopal Church Home, established in 1850, received only girls.6 
The oldest orphanage outside Charleston was an Abbeville "farm school" 
which had been set up according to the terms of the will of a French 
emigre, Dr. John de la Howe, who died in 1797. Twelve boys and twelve 
girls, preferably orphans, were to be supported and educated by the income 
from the de la Howe estate. It is not known exactly when the terms of the 
will were carried out, but the de la Howe school has been referred to as 
the "oldest manual training school in America." In 1860 the school was 
• David D. Wallace, South Carolina, A Short Hilltory, Chapel Hill, 1951, p. 710. 
8 Ernest M. Lander, Jr., "Charleston: Manufacturing Center of the Old South,'' 
Journal of Southern Hi/dory, XXVI (1960), 331. 
• "Development of Child-caring Institutions,'' Duke Endowment, Fifth Annual Report 
of the Orphan Section, 1929, Charlotte, 1930, p. 6. Charleston Daily Courier, May 14, 
1864. Circular of the City Council on Retrenchment and Report of the Commissioners 
of the Orphan House, Charleston, 1861, p. 6. By-Laws of the Orphan House, Charleston, 
1861, p. 6. Commissioners' Minutes, Charleston Orphan House (afterwards CMCOH), 
March 1, 1860, Oak Grove, North Charleston. 
• Charles Reznikoff and Uriah Z. Engleman, The Jews of Charle/don, Philadelphia, 
1950, pp. 106, 155-157. Thomas J. Tobias, The Hebrew Orphan Society of Charleston, 
Charleston, 1957, pp. 16-18. 
• "Historical Sketch of the City Orphan Asylum," Duke Endowment, Eighth Annual 
Report of the Orphan Section, 1932, Charlotte, 1933, pp. 109-111. Charleston News and 
Courier, May 21, 1874. Interview with Mother M. Bernard, June 28, 1956. Church 
Home: Report at the Eighth Anniversary Celebration, Charleston, 1858, pp. 4-7. Albert 
S. Thomas, A Historical Account of the Protestant Episcopal Church in South Carolina, 
1820-1957, Columbia, 1957, pp. 749-751. · 
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operating on a budget of $3,500.7 The sixth orphanage, operated by the 
Ladies' Benevolent Society of Columbia, had been opened in 1842. Some 
ten girls were being cared for when the war came.8 
The Federal bombardment and the anticipation of the fall of Charleston 
led to the evacuation of the children in the city's four orphanages. Neither 
the Hebrew Benevolent Society orphanage nor the Episcopal Church Home 
reopened during Reconstruction.9 The Columbia orphanage was closed in 
October 1864, "in consequence of the utter inability of the Ladies to meet 
the wants of the Orphan House. . . ." The de la Howe school was out of 
the path of military operations and apparently suffered little from the direct 
effects of the war.10 
When the fighting ended the need for more orphanages was evident on 
every side. One Freedmen's Bureau agent found 1,800 soldiers' orphans in 
Pickens District. A later, and probably more accurate, estimate of the total 
number of orphans in the state placed the figures at 3,000 white and 8,000 
colored.11 The ability to provide for the destitute was limited by the political 
and economic dislocation of the years immediately following the end of the 
war. Considerable help came from outside the state, 12 but an undetermin-
able amount of aid was provided for widows and orphans by local efforts. 
One group which rendered some assistance consisted of the servicemen who 
had survived the war. At least six of the military units in the state organized 
charitable associations.13 Closely related to these efforts was the organiza-
tion of survivors' associations, which included all veterans in a particular 
geographical area. When such an association was formed in Charleston 
'"Historical Sketch of the Doctor John de Ia Howe Industrial School," Duke Endow-
ment, Seventh Annual Report of the Orphan Section, 1931, Charlotte, 1932, p_p. 101-
118. "Dr. John de la Howe Industrial School, Willington, S. C.," Industrial Education 
Circular No. 24, Bureau of Education, Department of the Interior, Washington, 1926, 
pp. 1-5. Petitions of Sundry Citizens of Abbeville District to the Senate, Education, 
South Carolina Archives Department. Reports and Resolutions of the General Assembly 
of the State of South Carolina ( afterwards Reports and Resolutions), 1860, p. 356. 
• Minute Book, Society for Orphan and Destitute Female Children, Columbia, May 
1839, April 1840, March 1842-November 1843, May 1860-May 1861, South Caroliniana 
Library. 
• CMCOH, August 22, 24, September 22, 1863. Thomas, op. cit., p. 751. "Historical 
Sketch of the City Orphan Asylum," op. cit., p. 110. Tobias, op. cit., pp. 20-25. 
10 Minute Book, Society for Orphan and Destitute Female Children, Columbia, Octo-
ber 1865, South Caroliniana Library. Reports and Resolutions, 1866, p. 278. 
11 John W. De Forest, A Union Officer in the Reconstruction, eds. James H. Crou-
shore and David M. Potter, New Haven, 1948, p. 54. Reports and Resolutions, 1875-
1876, p. 641. 
12 Francis B. Simkins and Robert H. Woody, South Carolina during Reconstruction, 
Chapel Hill, 1932, pp. 30-31. 
18 Charleston Daily Courier, March 7, May 16, 1866, February 19, 1867, February 
25, 1868, January 13, 1873. Columbia Daily Phoenix, December 6, 1866, March 24, 
1875. 
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District in 1866, a Charlestonian wrote that the "noble and ( I had liked to 
have said) heaven-born association" came just when all hope for the care 
of Confederate orphans seemed to be fading.14 The editor of the Winnsboro 
News proposed the establishment of an orphanage to which district sur-
vivors' associations could send children.15 In 1867 the district associations 
formed a state organization; one of its objectives was to provide assistance 
to disabled veterans and orphans. For four years an effort was made to 
commit the state association to the support of a school or an orphanage, 
but the net result was to leave all charitable projects to district associations 
on a non-institutional basis.16 
The Confederate Widows' and Orphans' Home was the first of six new 
institutions to be founded during Reconstruction for the care of orphans. 
Conceived in 1867, the initial plan was to provide apartments where widows 
could live with their daughters in what had been the Carolina Hotel on 
Broad Street in Charleston. Six months after the home opened only eighty 
persons had taken advantage of its facilities. The board of control an-
nounced that applications would be received from daughters of Confederate 
veterans who had been "impoverished by war." In 1873 the News and 
Courier defended the home when the charge was made that it had ceased 
to serve the purpose for which it had been established. One hundred 
widows and orphans had been cared for in six years, and no applicant who 
was eligible for admission had been turned away. The Widows' and 
Orpans' Home evolved into a school, but by 1873 the need which had led 
to its establishment had largely passed.17 
Another institution in Charleston which cared for some orphans resulted 
from the efforts of the Reverend A. Toomer Porter to provide educational 
opportunities for as many children as possible. Starting with a day school 
Porter expanded his efforts and accepted boarding students in 1868. For 
five years the institution was known as the "Orphan Home and Parochial 
School of the Church of the Holy Communion."18 Porter requested min-
isters to send him information about needy children, and the first boy to be 
"Charleston Daily Courier, July 27, August 4, 1866. 
1
• Columbia Daily Phoenix, August 6, 1868. 
16 Columbia Daily Phoenix, November 20, 1869. Proceedings of the First and Second 
Annual Meetings of the Survivors' Association of the State of South Carolina, Charles-
ton, 1870, pp. 8-11, 21. Proceedings of the Third Annual Meeting, Charleston, 1872, 
p. 12. Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of ... December 12th, 1872, Charleston, 
1873, p. 6. 
17 Charleston Daily Courier, October 17, 1867, November 19, 1868. Columbia Daily 
Phoenix, June 16, 1868. Historical Sketch of the Confederate Home and College, 1867-
1921, Charleston, n.d., pp. 5-7, 10. Charleston News and Courier, November 12, 1873. 
18 Charleston Daily Courier, November 6, December 5, 7, 1867, August 19, 1868. 
Charleston News and Courier, April 12, July 24, 1873. 
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received in the boarding school was an orphan. While his parents had been 
most respectable, Porter wrote that "the poor child gave every evidence of 
the wild life he had been leading. I shall never forget the first shock I re-
ceived on seeing him; the degeneracy was even greater than I had imagined 
possible."19 The number of students in the boarding school increased from 
thirty-three in 1868 to eighty in 1874, but no figures have been found to 
indicate how many of those received were orphans.20 
The impulse to establish orphanages was not limited to Charleston, but 
there were no successful efforts elsewhere in the state until 1871. Then, 
within a period of two years, plans were made to open children's homes in 
Spartanburg, Columbia, and the village of Clinton. Two of these orphan-
ages were started by denominational groups, while the third was non-
sectarian. The Carolina Orphan Home, located in Spartanburg, had the 
support and was under the control of the South Carolina Conference of the 
Methodist Church. Thornwell Orphanage, located in Clinton, resulted from 
the efforts of the local Presbyterian minister, the Reverend William P. 
Jacobs. He had hoped that either the synod of South Carolina or the local 
presbytery would assume control of Thornwell, but when neither did the 
local church elected the board of trustees of the orphanage.21 
The promoters of the two denominational orphanages used similar tech-
niques to arouse public interest and raise funds. Both Jacobs and the Rev-
erend R. C. Oliver, who was first the agent and later the superintendent 
of the Carolina Orphan Home, edited and printed papers, which served the 
dual purpose of training orphans in a trade and of securing publicity and 
income. Both ministers appeared in pulpits throughout the state, and 
Oliver's assistant "went North" to solicit aid. Jacobs distributed 2,000 copies 
of a circular describing his plan, and Oliver sold copies of his pamphlets. 
He requested aid from the ministry in securing local agents for the Spar-
tanburg orphanage, but some three-fourths of the pastors in the conference 
failed to reply.22 
In spite of limited success in securing funds, both denominational or-
phanages were able to open. In 1872 Oliver announced the purchase of a 
10 A. Toomer Porter, History of the Holy Communion Church Institute, New York, 
1875, pp. 11-12. 
2 0 Ibid. Charleston News and Courier, July 21, 1874. 
01 Columbia Christian Neighbor, January 2, 1873. Clinton Our Monthly, VIII, ( 1872). 
96-97. Records of Session, Presbyterian Church, Clinton, II, 63-66, 145-147, Presby-
terian College Library. Newberry Herald, November 20, 1872. 
•• Christian Neighbor, April 11, May 2, 1872, January 2, 9, May 22, September 4, 
1873, January 29, 1874. Minutes of the Board of Visitors of Thornwell Orphanage, I, 
12-13, 16, 46, 69, 71, Presbyterian College Library. Clinton Our Monthly, X ( 1873 ), 
57; XIII ( 1876), 12. A circular, "The Thornwell Orphanage," is bound in the file of 
Our Monthly in the Jacobs Room, Presbyterian College Library, X, 76. 
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former college building that could accommodate 250 children. The Carolina 
Orphan Home received only legitimate children and full orphans, but there 
were no restrictions on the denominational affiliation of the applicant. By 
January 1873 no applications had been received from a number of counties, 
and the executive committee was soon requesting applications from the 
guardians of children under ten.23 
The Panic of 1873 was undoubtedly one factor in the failure of this 
orphanage. Oliver reported to the annual conference in 187 4 that he esti-
mated he had contributed nine-tenths of the amount spent on the institution 
during the past year. Within a short time he was seeking someone to take 
his place as superintendent. His loss of interest and indifference on the part 
of the clergy and the laity contributed to the demise of the Spartanburg 
orphanage.24 Thornwell orphanage did succeed, but its success came after 
the end of Reconstruction and was due primarily to the continuing efforts 
of the founder.25 
The third new orphanage, the Palmetto Orphan House of Columbia, 
failed in spite of a number of ingenious methods which were used to raise 
funds and rally support. A local board of nine Columbians retained imme-
diate control of the institution. Broad policies were to be determined by a 
general board made up of two prominent citizens from each county. The 
general board members' financial standing was probably more relevant than 
their ability as policy makers. While the institution was non-sectarian, a 
Baptist minister was selected to organize "aid committees" in each county 
and to edit the Orphans' Appeal. 26 
In 1872 a drive to raise $8,000 to purchase a building fell far short of 
the goal, despite the efforts of Colonel A. B. Springs, board member from 
York County, who collected $44.27 The trustees then secured from the man-
agers of the Ladies' Benevolent Society the income from the Society's invest-
ments for two years and the use of its building. 28 In 1877 the trustees 
•• Christian Neighbor, August 8, 1872, January 9, June 19, 1873. Columbia Daily 
Phoenix, March 21, August 4, 1872, June 14, 1873. 
"Christian Neighbor, January 29, 1874, April 1, July 29, 1875, October 19, 1876. 
Minutes of the Eighty-Ninth Session af the South Carolina Annual Conference of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, South, 1874, ed. A. M. Chrietzberg, Charleston, 1875, 
p. 74. Albert D. Betts, History of South Carolina Methodism, Columbia, 1952, pp. 347, 
399-400. 
•• Thornwell Jacobs, The Life of William Plumer Jacobs, New York, 1918, pp. 124, 
196-202. Greenville News, May 23, 1954. 
•• Columbia Daily Phoenix, March 24, November 3, 1872. Charleston Daily Courier, 
July 18, 1872. · 
27 Charleston Daily Courier, October 2, 1872: Columbia Daily Phoenix, January 5, 
April 9, 1873. 
•• Treasurer's Book, Ladies' Benevolent Society for Orphan and Destitute Children, 
1839-1936, South Caroliniana Library, p. 75. Minute Book, Society for Orphan and Des-
titute Female Children, Columbia, January 1873, South Caroliniana Library. 
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petitioned the General Assembly for financial assistance on the grounds 
that the orphanage had been supported primarily by the people of Colum-
bia, while demands for its services came from the entire state. A resolution 
to contribute $100 a month was tabled, but the legislature did appropriate 
$500 to enable the trustees to wind up their affairs.211 
The three orphanages which survived the war faced financial problems, 
but time will permit mention of only one of the three. In attempting to 
secure financial assistance from the North the Sisters of Mercy, who were 
in charge of the Roman Catholic orphanage, stressed the fact that they had 
nursed wounded Federal prisoners. Their building had been damaged dur-
ing the shelling of Charleston. In 1867 General Daniel E. Sickles, Admiral 
John A. Dahlgren, and the South Carolina legislators supported a petition 
asking that $20,000 be appropriated by Congress for the repair of their 
building. Senator George F. Edmunds of Vermont felt that the acts of 
kindness by the Sisters to Union soldiers had no bearing on a request to pay 
for destruction resulting from an act of war. Senator Jacob M. Howard of 
Michigan, remembering the defeat of a bill to appropriate $20,000 for the 
orphans of Federal soldiers killed at Gettysburg, stated he would never 
consent to an appropriation for an orphanage in Charleston. The Sisters 
pressed their petition for four years, but their efforts ended in failure.30 
Meanwhile support was secured from other sources. A benefit fair in 
Charleston raised $4,000 for the orphanage, and 2,500 property holders 
signed a petition requesting an appropriation by the city council for the 
institution. From 1869 through 187 4 the city's budget included an item of 
$6,000 for the Catholic orphanage. When the Reverend A. Toomer Porter 
secured an appropriation of $3,000 for his school, residents of Pennsylvania 
and Virginia who owned city of Charleston securities brought suit in the 
federal circuit court to stop the payments to the Sisters and to Porter. A 
court order perpetually restraining the city from making these appropria-
tions was issued, but the council appropriated $6,000 to be spent at the 
mayor's discretion for orphans other than those in the Charleston Orphan 
House. In 1871 the Sisters realized $7,381 from a fair held in Hibernian 
Hall; by this time they were caring for boys in a separate building.81 The 
•• Petition of December 10, 1877, Finance, 1877, South Carolina Archives Depart-
ment. Journal of the House of Representatives, 1877-1878, Columbia, 1878, pp. 94, 136. 
8° Charleston Daily Courier, July 24, 1865, March 16, April 17, 1867, March 26, 
1869. Reports and Resolutions, 1869-1870, p. 1598. Columbia Daily Phoenix, February 
2, 1869. Congressional Globe, 41st congress, 3rd session, pp. 2008-2010. 
31 Charleston Daily Courier, May 27, 1868, July 28, 1869, February 23, 1870, March 
8, April 3, 1871, February 19, 20, 1873. Charleston News and Courier, January 7, April 
29, May 21, June 15, August 2, 1875, January 25, February 16, 1876. 
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Catholic Male Orphanage was the sixth new children's home established 
during Reconstruction. 
In 1861 five hundred orphans were receiving institutional care in South 
Carolina, but by 1880 that number was reduced to four hundred. At the 
same time there were only sixty-five children in the city and county poor-
houses.82 That the Redeemers had decided that the care of orphans was 
not a responsibility of the state government is demonstrated by their failure 
to support the Palmetto Orphan House. Further evidence of this decision 
is found in the refusal of the General Assembly to continue the State 
Orphan Asylum, which was an orphanage for colored children operated by 
the Freedmen's Bureau and later taken over by the state.BB 
The efforts to establish orphanages during Reconstruction indicate that 
a number of South Carolinians realized the problem of the dependent child. 
The limited demand for the facilities offered by the new children's homes, 
particularly the Confederate Widows' and Orphans' Home and the Carolina 
Orphan Home, raises the question of the fate of the hundreds of homeless 
and destitute children in the state. It seems quite likely that in a predom-
inantly agrarian economy, where in normal time food was no great problem 
and the young could perform "chores," many orphans were cared for by 
relatives and friends. Pride and the concept that charity was only for those 
who could not otherwise survive may explain the attitude of many to the 
children's homes of the state. In spite of limited public support and a series 
of economic crises, the struggles of the men who attempted to provide 
orphanages give a clear indication that South Carolina's concern for its 
dependent classes was not primarily a contribution of the carpetbagger. 
•• Manuscript Returns, Tenth Census, Defective, Dependent, and Delinquent Classes, 
1880, South Carolina Archives Department. 
•• Journal of the House, Columbia, 1868, p. 111. Charleston News and Courier, De-
cember 18, 1873. Reports and Resolutions, 1879, p. 1045. 
POLITICIANS AND PLANTERS: 
THE BULL FAMILY OF COLONIAL SOUTH CAROLINA 
M. EUGENE SIRMANS 
At three o'clock in the afternoon of December 7, 1737, the members of 
the South Carolina Commons House of Assembly left their meeting room 
and proceeded in a body to the council chamber. Lieutenant Governor 
Thomas Broughton had died two weeks earlier, and the government of 
South Carolina had devolved upon the president of the council. Now, for 
the first time, the new acting governor would address both houses of the 
assembly. The governor wasted little time. After a brief eulogy on the late 
lieutenant governor and an equally brief protestation of his own inade-
quacy, he called the assembly's attention to the dangerous condition of the 
provincial militia and fortifications. He then urged the assembly to dispatch 
the public business as quickly as possible and dismissed his audience. The 
entire speech lasted less than two minutes.1 
The new acting governor of South Carolina on that December afternoon 
was William Bull, a wealthy planter who was then fifty-four years of age. 
Bull in 1737 headed one of the most distinguished families in the colony 
of South Carolina. The history of his family was closely interwoven with 
the history of the colony at almost every point from the first white settle-
ment in 1670 to the American Revolution. No other family matched the 
record of the Bulls in public service, and few other families equalled them 
in social prestige and wealth. My purpose tonight is to try to find out how 
the Bull family attained its eminence. In doing so, I hope to isolate and 
identify the factors that accounted for the family's success. The man who 
was primarily responsible for that success was William Bull, senior, the 
same man who was so anxious not to waste the assembly's time in December 
1737, and I shall accordingly concentrate on his career. · 
At the outset I can say with confidence that the success of the Bull 
family was not due to good looks. The source for this statement is a story 
about William Bull, junior, which was related by Joseph Johnson in his 
Traditions and Reminiscences. The story is undoubtedly apocryphal, but it 
probably contains a strong element of truth. According to Johnson: "While 
the governor [William Bull, junior} was walking one day between his resi-
dence and the State House . . . he was met by a plain, uneducated back 
countryman, who, staring at him with open mouth, stopped. The Governor 
also stopped, and civilly asked the counh·yman, 'what is the matter, friend?' 
1 The Journal of the Commons House of Assembly, 1736-1739, ed. J. H. Easterby, 
Columbia, 1951, pp. 348-349. 
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The countryman replied, 'really, Mister, you are the ugliest man that ever 
I saw in my life.' The governor smiled, as if neither surprised nor displeased, 
and, with much good humor, said, 'but you would not say so, if ever you 
had seen my brother, Stephen.' "2 
The relationship between the Bull family and South Carolina was always 
close. Both the colony and the American branch of the family began at the 
same time. The father of William Bull, senior, was Stephen Bull of Kings-
hurst Hall in Warwickshire, England. Stephen Bull immigrated to America 
on the ship Carolina, the flagship of the small fleet which brought the first 
settlers to Charles Town in 1670. Stephen Bull came to America with sev-
eral advantages over most of his fellow passengers. His family belonged 
to the lesser gentry of Warwickshire, and he enjoyed social prestige and 
some degree of wealth. He parlayed his advantages into a modest fortune 
by investing his time and capital in farming and the Indian trade. He also 
found politics to be quite profitable. He served the proprietors faithfully 
throughout a political career that spanned more than three decades, and 
the proprietors rewarded his loyalty by appointing him to lucrative and 
prestigious offices. The most lucrative of such offices was that of surveyor 
general, an appointment which brought Stephen Bull a total income of 
£1,000 to £1,500 sterling during his lifetime. The most prestigious appoint-
ment was a seat on the proprietary council, a position Bull held for a quarter 
of a century. 
Stephen Bull died in 1706 at the age of seventy-one and was buried at 
Ashley Hall, his plantation on the river of the same name. He bequeathed 
to his heirs a mixed inheritance. He left them money and lands, but the 
size of his estate was modest. At his death he owned only six slaves and 
1,000 acres of land. He also left his heirs a name well known in Carolina 
political circles, but it was not the name of one of the colony's really force-
ful political leaders. Stephen Bull's true contribution to his family's pros-
perity was to lay a foundation on which his progeny could build. His sons 
were able to begin their own careers with the advantages of money and 
position, but neither their money nor their position was sufficient to insure 
their success. The success or failure of Stephen Bull's sons depended entirely 
upon their own abilities, and either success or failure was possible.3 
• Joseph Johnson, Traditions and Reminiscences, Chiefly of the American Revolution 
in the South, Charleston, 1851, pp. 61-62. 
• For a detailed description of the life of Stephen Bull, see M. Eugene Sirmans, 
"Masters of Ashley Hall: A Biographical Study of the Bull Family of Colonial South 
Carolina, 1670-1737," unpublished doctoral dissertation, Princeton University, 1959, 
pp. 1-142. See also Henry DeSaussure Bull, The Family of Stephen Bull of Kingshurst 
Hall, County Warwick, England, and Ashley Hall, South Carolina, 1600-1960, George-
town, 1961, pp. 1-11, 89-94, 102-104. 
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Two of the sons of Stephen Bull were men of ability who advanced 
the family's fortunes to their highest peak. William Bull, who was born in 
1683, became an influential politician, and John Bull, who was born in 1693, 
became one of the half-dozen wealthiest planters in South Carolina. There 
was a third brother, Burnaby, who was born about 1688, but he contributed 
little to the family except a good marriage.4 
The three brothers worked closely with each other while they were 
young men. They apparently formed a partnership and divided responsi-
bility for the various branches of the family's economic interests among 
themselves. As the eldest, William remained at Ashley Hall and worked his 
rice fields, while Burnaby and John moved to the southwestern frontier of 
the province, where they concentrated on naval stores and the Indian trade. 
The partnership lasted until 1716, when the three brothers dissolved it and 
divided up the family landholdings.5 After that, each brother worked for 
himself. Both William and John Bull always tried to diversify their eco-
nomic interests. For example, both of them bought small ships for the 
coastwise trade.6 William also became a licensed surveyor, like his father, 
and he continued to survey land occasionally even after he had made his 
fortune as a planter.7 Another financial venture of William Bull's turned 
out poorly. He speculated in land in the 1730's, and in 1734 he founded the 
township of Radnor as a speculative investment, but he failed to promote 
any interest in Radnor and the town was stillborn. 8 William was usually 
more successful than that. He was a wealthy man by the time he was forty, 
and by the time of his death he had accumulated an estate worth £9,900 
sterling, which included 20,000 acres of land and 138 slaves. His youngest 
brother, John, was an even more successful planter. His estate was appraised 
at £19,800 sterling and included 7,000 acres of land and 407 slaves.9 It is 
'On John and Burnaby Bull, see ibid., pp. 75-76, 82-84. 
• Memorial Books, 1711-1775, South Carolina Archives Department, I, 309-310; III, 
33-34, 53-54, 139. 
• Wills, Inventories of Estates, and Miscellaneous Records [title varies], 1671-1868, 
Office of Judge of Probate Court, Charleston County Courthouse, LXXXII-B, 629; 
XCIV-A, 255. 
• Records of the Court of Chancery of South Carolina, 1671-1779, ed. Anne King 
Gregorie, Washington, 1950, pp. 250-251. Robert Johnson to the board of trade, Novem-
ber 9, 1734, Records in the British Public Record Office Relating to South Carolina, 
1663-1782, South Carolina Archives Department ( afterwards S. C. Public Records), 
XVII, 185-186. 
• Henry A. M. Smith, "Radnor, Edmundsbury, and Jacksonborough," South Carolina 
Historical and Genealogical Magazine, XI ( 1910 ), 39-42. 
• The inventory of William Bull's estate is in Wills, Inventories of Estates, and Mis-
cellaneous Records, Office of Judge of Probate Court, Charleston County Courthouse, 
LXXXII-B, 626-632; the inventory of John Bull's estate is in ibid., XCIV-A, 250-260. 
The estimates of their landholdings were compiled from Memorial Books, Quit Rent 
Books, Grants, South Carolina Archives Department, and from Mesne Conveyances, 
Office of Register of Mesne Conveyances, Charleston County Courthouse. 
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worth noting that John Bull did not get mixed up with land speculation or 
politics. He tended sh·ictly to his farming and made twice as much money 
as his better-known brother. 
William Bull accumulated his wealth in an orderly, well-planned fashion. 
By way of contrast, his political career advanced in a haphazard fashion that 
gave no evidence of any kind of planning. In fact, his political career up to 
the time he became governor gives the appearance of a long series of acci-
dents. As a young man his interest in politics was negligible. He obviously 
decided a political career would have to wait until he had made his fortune, 
and he confined his political activity to three undistinguished terms in the 
assembly. Even his enh-y into politics at the age of thirty-six was probably 
not of his own volition. The proprietors appointed him to the council in 
1719, only a few months before the people of South Carolina overthrew 
the proprietary government.10 The proprietors hoped a loyal council might 
stem the rising tide of rebellion, and they probably appointed William Bull 
to the council for no reason other than his father's loyalty to them. Bull 
proved to be as faithful a proprietary man as his father, and he remained 
loyal to the old regime throughout the Revolution of 1719. 
Good fortune characterized Bull's political career from 1719 to 1737. 
It was due more to chance than to ability that he progressed to the position 
of acting governor by 1737. He remained a member of the council only 
because the first royal governor, Sir Francis Nicholson, thought his council 
should include two or three proprietary men as a gesture of conciliation.11 
Bull moved up to the governorship only because he lived longer than several 
of his contemporaries. He became president of the council when one council 
member with more seniority died and another one resigned, and he became 
acting governor when the governor and lieutenant governor died.12 Thus, 
his accession to the governorship depended upon three deaths and one 
resignation. 
William Bull's political career continued to advance when the English 
government appointed him lieutenant governor in 1738. For a change, this 
advancement was not entirely due to luck. Bull's appointment was obtained 
for him by General James Oglethorpe, and Oglethorpe had very good rea-
sons for preferring Bull. South Carolina and the new colony of Georgia had 
become embroiled in a dispute over control of the Indian trade, and Ogle-
thorpe wanted the governor of South Carolina to be someone who was 
10 Proprietors to Robert Johnson, June 19, 1719, S. C. Public Records, VII, 193. 
11 M. Eugene Sirmans, "The South Carolina Royal Council, 1720-1763," William 
and Mary Quarterly, third series, XVIII ( 1961 ), 381-382. 
11 William Bull to the board of trade, December 10, 1737, S. C. Public Records, 
xvm, 312. 
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friendly to Georgia. Bull had helped Oglethorpe settle the first colony at 
Savannah, and he and Oglethorpe had become friends. Bull was therefore 
an ideal candidate in Oglethorpe's view, and the general used his influence 
at court to secure the appointment.13 However, there was still an element 
of chance in Bull's appointment. There were other men in South Carolina 
who were equally friendly to Georgia, and Bull's only advantage over them 
was that he had already become acting governor. If he had not, there is no 
reason to suppose Oglethorpe would have secured his appointment as lieu-
tenant governor. 
Although William Bull thus owed his rise to political power mostly to 
good luck, once he held office he showed a real political instinct in the way 
he increased his political power. From 1737 to the American Revolution 
the Bulls enjoyed more political influence than any other family in South 
Carolina. They gained such influence chiefly because of the way William 
Bull conducted himself as acting governor. He made it his policy to con-
solidate his power and to build a permanent place in the government of 
the colony for his family. 
One factor in William Bull's consolidation of power had, on the surface, 
nothing at all to do with politics. This factor involved the marriage customs 
of South Carolina. The wealthy, older families were most careful about 
whom their offspring married. Such families wanted their sons and daugh-
ters to marry into only those families who were their social and economic 
equals. This custom produced some remarkable examples of inbreeding as 
well as the domination of society by a handful of families. The Bulls were 
most particular about their marriages, more so even than the majority of 
their class. William Bull's three daughters all made especially good mar-
riages. Elizabeth married Thomas Drayton; Charlotte married John Dray-
ton; and Mary Henrietta married Henry Middleton. Both of William's sons 
married the daughters of prosperous merchants. Stephen married Martha 
Godin and William, junior, married Hannah Beale. John Bull was equally 
fortunate in the marriages of his two daughters; one married Thomas Mid-
dleton and the other Joseph Izard.14 Every one of these marriages created 
new ties to other prominent families. In politics the marriages meant that 
William Bull was able to add the prestige of other powerful families to 
that of his own. The Middletons and Draytons, in particular, were valuable 
in-laws, because they shared the political interests of the Bulls. The three 
families worked together closely, and at least one contemporary politician 
11 James Oglethorpe to the Duke of Newcastle, April 22, 1743, Collections of the 
Georgia Historical Society, Savannah, 1873, Ill, 153. 
"Bull, op. cit., pp. 16-17, 50, 58, 63, 84. 
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complained of the "Connection between the Bull, Drayton and Middleton 
Families."15 
The interest of the Bull clan in politics was unusual in mid-eighteenth-
century South Carolina. Merchants and lawyers were active in political 
life, but few planters seemed to care about public service. Such families as 
the Broughtons, the Izards, the Bellingers, the Blakes, and the Warings had 
long dominated provincial politics, but the generations of those families 
that reached maturity after 1730 refused to concern themselves with gov-
ernment.16 In such a situation the political inclinations of the Bulls and 
their in-laws assured them of an easier road to power. Other planters, not 
really caring about politics, were glad to let the Bulls become the spokes-
men for all planters in the colony. 
Although circumstances were favorable for a politically ambitious plant-
er, William Bull could not build a solid political foundation for his family 
on nothing but good marriages and a willingness to participate in govern-
ment. A more active role was necessary. Bull needed to win political support 
in both England and South Carolina. English support was indispensable, 
because the politicians at Whitehall controlled political appointments in 
the colonies. As far as colonial administrators were concerned, the most 
important dispenser of patronage was the Duke of Newcastle. Throughout 
the middle decades of the eighteenth-century, Newcastle was the most 
powerful politician in England, and most political appointments had to 
have his approval. He occupied the office of secretary of state for the south-
ern department, and through that office he controlled colonial patronage, 
too. William Bull had to win Newcastle's confidence if he wanted to obtain 
royal appointments for himself and his relatives. At the same time Bull 
could not afford to neglect the politicians of South Carolina. If a governor 
alienated local politicians, he ran the risk of seeing local politics degenerate 
into a state of anarchy. The normal procedure used by colonial politicians 
in winning political support was to build up a political machine by reward-
ing their followers with profitable appointments. However, the governor 
of South Carolina was denied the use of patronage in this way, because he 
did not control any lucrative offices. Such offices in South Carolina were 
controlled either by the assembly or by the Crown, and a governor had 
to find other ways to build up a following.17 
1
• Edmond Atkin to WilHam Henry Lyttelton, May 20, 1756, William Henry Lyttel-
ton Papers, William L. Clements Library, Ann Arbor, Michigan. 
•• See, for example, the refusals of Richard Waring, Walter Izard, Joseph Blake, and 
Walter Izard, .junior, to serve in the assembly, The Journal of the Commons House of 
Assembly, 1736-1739, ed. J. H. Easterby, Columbia, 1951, p. 15. 
17 See James Glen, "A Description of South Carolina," in Colonial South Carolina: 
Two Contemporary Descriptions, ed. Chapman J. Milling, Columbia, 1951, pp. 40-41. 
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Bull's appointment as lieutenant governor made it easier for him to gain 
the attention of English politicians. General Oglethorpe's friendship intro-
duced Bull to Newcastle, but after that Bull had to win Newcastle's support 
by himself. As secretary of state Newcastle was responsible for the defense 
of the colonies during the War of Jenkins' Ear, and Bull impressed New-
castle with his ability as a wartime governor. He prepared thorough reports 
on imperial problems that affected South Carolina and submitted them to 
Newcastle, and he took pains to make sure that Newcastle was well in-
formed about the southern frontier during the war. Perhaps Bull's most 
impressive achievement was his success in strengthening the defenses of 
South Carolina. This not only helped the colony, but it also contributed 
to Bull's reputation as an able governor.18 Bull also worked hard to keep 
General Oglethorpe's friendship. Oglethorpe was a vain man, and Bull 
catered to his vanity by allowing Oglethorpe to assume control of most 
Indian affairs for South Carolina as well as Georgia.19 Unfortunately, Ogle-
thorpe's failure to conquer Florida in 1740 produced a new controversy 
between South Carolina and Georgia, and the friendship between Bull and 
Oglethorpe collapsed under the strains of that controversy.20 By then, Bull's 
efforts to impress the Duke of Newcastle had succeeded, and Oglethorpe's 
favor was no longer necessary. Newcastle regarded Bull as an able man 
and one worthy of his patronage. One result of Bull's success in winning 
Newcastles' favor was the subsequent appointment of one of Bull's sons, 
all three of his sons-in-law, and two of his grandsons to the South Carolina 
council. Another result was that Newcastle himself consulted Bull occasion-
ally on matters relating to patronage in South Carolina.21 
Obtaining the support of the Duke of Newcastle was only one side of 
the coin. The other side involved finding political support in South Carolina. 
Opposition to most governors originated in the assembly, which was slowly 
expanding its powers at the expense of governor and council throughout 
the latter part of the colonial period. During Bull's administration the 
primary objective of the lower house was to win exclusive control over the 
framing of money bills. This meant denying the council the right to initiate 
or amend tax bills, and the council defended its rights with vigor. The 
1
• See, for example, Bull to Newcastle, December 23, 1737, with enclosures, S. C. 
Public Records, XIX, 86-93. 
1
• Oglethorpe to the trustees of Georgia, October 11, 1739, Collections of the Georgia 
Historical Society, Savannah, 1873, III, 84. 
•
0 Oglethorpe to Newcastle, February 22, 1743, ibid., III, 147. 
21 Andrew Stone (Newcastle's secretary) to Bull, November 29, 1746, S. C. Public 
Records, XXII, 212. On the council appointments of Bull's relatives, see M. Eugene 
Sirmans, "The South Carolina Royal Council, 1720-1763," William and Mary Quarterly, 
third series, XVIII ( 1961), 392. 
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result was a dispute between the two houses, which continued throughout 
the 1730's. William Bull won political support in South Carolina by taking 
the side of the assembly and helping it to win control over money bills in 
1739.22 He thereby formed an alliance between the Bull family and the 
South Carolina Commons House of Assembly, an alliance which was ce-
mented by the election of William Bull, junior, as speaker of the assembly 
in 17 40. This alliance was the cornerstone of the local political power of 
William Bull, senior. At first the council resented Bull's alliance with the 
lower house. It took time and patience for Bull to regain the council's good 
will, but in the end he regained it. Bull's tactics in winning over the council 
were similar to those he used with the assembly. When the council tried 
to expand its powers by excluding the governor from its legislative sessions, 
Bull permitted the council to exclude him. 23 He thus won political support 
for himself by allowing both houses of the assembly to increase their 
authority. 
The test of William Bull's political strength came when he sun-endered 
the administration of South Carolina to Governor James Glen in 17 43. Bull 
had stepped down from his most important office, and it remained to be 
seen whether he had lost his influence. The outlook for Bull was not favor-
able at first, because he and Glen seemed unable to get along with each 
other. The two men disagreed occasionally on general policy, but the most 
serious point at issue between them concerned the salary Bull had received 
as lieutenant governor. Glen had been appointed governor in 1738, but he 
had stayed in England until 1743. He tried to claim half the salary paid 
Bull by the assembly during that period on the grounds that Bull was acting 
as his deputy. Glen's claim collapsed when both houses of the legislature 
resolved that the money paid to Bull was not a salary but a free gift made 
in appreciation of Bull's services.24 Glen was never able to make his claim 
good. Bull's tactics in this situation were the same as before. He continued 
to support the demands of the South Carolina Commons House of Assem-
bly, and he solicited patronage in England.25 
Glen eventually ended his feud with the Bulls and even began to court 
their favor. The family did not defeat Glen by itself, for Glen had also 
•• The Journal of the Commons House of Assembly, 1739-1741, ed. J. H. Easterby, 
Columbia, 1952, pp. 93, 97-98. Journal of the Upper House, South Carolina Archives 
Department, VII, 239-243. 
•• Ibid., VII, 218. 
"The Journal of the Commons House of Assembly, 1745-1746, ed. J. H. Easterby, 
Columbia, 1956, pp. 49, 170-171. The Journal of the Commons House of Assembly, 1748~ 
eds. J. H. Easterby and Ruth S. Green, Columbia, 1961, pp. 110-111, 118-119. Journal 
of the Upper House, South Carolina Archives Department, XVI, part 1, 74-75. 
•• On Bull's support, see ibid., XVI, part 1, 31-32. William Bull, junior, was ap-
pointed to the council in 17 48. 
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managed to antagonize the assembly, the council, and the board of trade 
in London. Glen realized in the early 1750's that he could not survive as 
governor for very long without local support of some kind. He therefore 
decided to attach himself to an existing political faction, the Bull family. 
One South Carolina politician called this Glen's "Retreat." The Bulls began 
to support Glen's administration, and in return Glen began to try to obtain 
important offices for members of the family. For example, he once sus-
pended the provincial receiver general and appointed Thomas Middleton 
in his place.26 The alliance between Glen and the Bulls was consolidated in 
1752 by the marriage of Glen's sister to John Drayton.27 The Bulls had not 
only defeated Glen, they had adopted him into the family. And by adding 
him to their family they had increased their political power still further. 
It would be negligent of me to leave you with the impression that Wil-
liam Bull was solely a man of business who had no time for social pleasures. 
Bull entertained frequently, especially while he was acting governor. Eliza 
Lucas wrote once of spending "a festal day at the Lieutenant Govemor's."28 
In this connection, let me mention the fact that the inventory of Bull's estate 
included 230 gallons of rum, quite enough for several festal days. On the 
more serious side, Bull was quite interested in botany and gardening. He 
entertained the well-known botanist Mark Catesby in 1722, and by 1737 
he had cultivated a respectable botanical garden himself. Another of his 
diversions was music. He apparently played either the violin or the bass viol 
himself, and he made sure that his daughters learned to play the spinet. 
Bull's love of music and of gardening made quite an impression on the 
Reverend John Wesley, who visited the family in April 1737. Wesley de-
scribed Ashley Hall as "the pleasantest place I have yet seen in America."2 9 
In looking back over the life of William Bull, it becomes apparent that 
a few basic factors accounted for his success. The obvious key to the fam-
ily's economic prosperity was diversity. Economic diversity formed the basis 
of South Carolina's wealth during the eighteenth century, and the same kind 
of diversity helped the Bull family, too. Neither the colony nor the family 
ever depended solely on one crop or one source of income. If one crop or 
branch of trade declined, both the colony and the family had something else 
ready to take up the slack As for William Bull's political career, it cannot 
•• Edmond Atkin to William Henry Lyttelton, May 20, 1756, William Henry Lyttel-
ton Papers, William L. Clements Library, Ann Arbor, Michigan. 
•
1 South-Carolina Gazette, March 2, 1752. 
•• Eliza Lucas to Charles Pinckney, n. d., Eliza Lucas Pinckney Letterbook, Pinckney 
Papers, South Carolina Historical Society, Charleston, S. C., p. 33. 
•• Wills, Inventories of Estates, and Miscellaneous Records, Office of Judge of Pro-
bate Court, Charleston County Courthouse, LXXXII-B, 629-630. The Journal of the 
Rev. John Wesley, ed. Nehemiah Curnack, London, 1910, I, 348. 
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be denied that chance played the all-important role in his early life. How-
ever, William Bull's good luck must not be allowed to obscure his basic 
ability. He possessed the political instinct necessary to capitalize on his 
good fortune. He realized that he needed to acquire influence in both South 
Carolina and England, and in acquiring that influence he built up a small 
political party around his family. The family never had the power to dom-
inate all branches of government in the colony, but as James Glen discov-
ered, it was a force to be reckoned with. 
At the time of William Bull's death in 1755, his was the most influential 
family in South Carolina politics. William Bull had made his family strong, 
and its political strength was his most important legacy. Chief beneficiary 
of the legacy was William Bull, junior. The younger William Bull deserves 
a full-scale biography to himself, and this is neither the time nor the place 
to attempt a recapitulation of his life. Let it be noted here simply that Wil-
liam Bull, junior, continued and even enlarged upon his family's record 
of public service. Let it also be noted, however, that his political career was 
made possible by the accomplishments of his father, the first William Bull. 
LIST OF MEMBERS, 1962 
Thomas B. Alexander, University of Alabama, University, Ala. 
Charles Anger, The Citadel, Charleston, S. C. 
Winston Bab, Furman University, Greenville, S. C. 
Miss Mary N. Baker, Box 789, Greenwood, S. C. 
B. D. Bargar, 1620 College Street, Columbia, S. C. 
R. W. Barnwell, Jr., 201 Oakview Square, Warner Robins, Ga. 
Mrs. R. W. Barnwell, Jr., 201 Oakview Square, Warner Robins, Ga. 
Ross H. Bayard, Wofford College, Spartanburg, S. C. 
Mildred C. Beckwith, Winthrop College, Rock Hill, S. C. 
Eugene H. Blake, 221-B West Durst Avenue, Greenwood, S. C. 
C. W. Bolen, Box 1257, Clemson, S. C. 
Mrs. Ruth Boyd, 132 Capers Street, Greenville, S. C. 
L. F. Brewster, East Carolina College, Greenville, N. C. 
Marshall Brown, Presbyterian College, Clinton, S. C. 
W. H. Callcott, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
Charles H. Carlisle, Box 264, Due West, S. C. 
Miss Louisa B. Carlisle, 151 N. Fairview Avenue, Spartanburg, S. C. 
A. J. Carlson, Wofford College, Spartanburg, S. C. 
C. H. Carpenter, Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
C. H. Cauthen, Wofford College, Spartanburg, S. C. 
Mrs. Arney R. Childs, 732 Pickens Street, Columbia, S. C. 
R. H. Chowen, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
George W. Clarke, Presbyterian College, Clinton, S. C. 
David W. Cole, Pfeiffer College, Misenheimer, N. C. 
Charles W. Coolidge, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
J. Issac Copeland, Peabody College, Nashville, Tenn. 
B. T. Crowson, Winthrop College, Rock Hill, S. C. 
Miss Lucia Daniel, 4-G Cornell Arms, Columbia, S. C. 
Elizabeth H. Davidson, Coker College, Hartsville, S. C. 
A. L. Duckett, Winthrop College, Rock Hill, S. C. 
John C. Ellen, Jr., East Carolina College, Greenville, N. C. 
Carl L. Epting, Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
Alvin A. Fahrner, 703 E. 4th Street, Greenville, N. C. 
C. M. Ferrell, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
L. H. Fortunato, The Citadel, Charleston, S. C. 
Miss Helen Brice Galloway, Due West, S. C. 
D. H. Gilpatrick, 407 Bennett Street, Greenville, S. C. 
John G. Gourlay, Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
A. P. Gratiot, Limestone College, Gaffney, S. C. 
Miss Ruth S. Green, 1619 Green Street, Columbia, S. C. 
Harry L. Harvin, Jr., St. Andrew's Presbyterian College, Laurinburg, N. C. 
W. Edwin Hemphill, 846 Camellia Street, Columbia, S. C. 
LlST OF MEMBERS, 1962 
Elmer Don Herd, Box 32, Lancaster, S. C. 
Miss Mary B. Heyward, The Habitat, Rion, S. C. 
Mrs. Patricia Hill, Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
Daniel W. Hollis, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
E. L. Inabinet, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
Mrs. Clara Mae Jacobs, Box 502, Columbia, S. C. 
Miss Katherine M. Jones, 111 Perry Avenue, Greenville, S. C. 
Lewis P. Jones, Wofford College, Spartanburg, S. C. 
Newton B. Jones, Furman University, Greenville, S. C. 
Lillian Kibler, Converse College, Spartanburg, S. C. 
Robert S. Lambert, Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
E. M. Lander, Jr., Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
E. Lawrence Lee, The Citadel, Charleston, S. C. 
J. Mauldin Lesesne, Erskine College, Due West, S. C. 
S. Frank Logan, Wofford College, Spartanburg, S. C. 
Neill W. Macaulay, 1226 Pickens Street, Columbia, S. C. 
W. L. McDowell, South Carolina Archives Deparbnent, Columbia, S. C. 
David McElroy, University of Alabama, University, Alabama 
Charles Martin, The Citadel, Charleston, S. C. 
Mary Elizabeth Massey, Winthrop College, Rock Hill, S. C. 
C. A. Mays, Box 826, Greenwood, S. C. 
Lewis Griffith Merrith, Jr., Security Federal Building, Columbia, S. C. 
Robert J. Moore, Columbia College, Columbia, S. C. 
Miss Dorian Moorhead, 11-B Cornell Arms, Columbia, S. C. 
Miss Cynthia Moseley, Converse College, Spartanburg, S. C. 
Robert D. Ochs, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
Mrs. A. D. Oliphant, 107 James Street, Greenville, S. C. 
William H. Patterson, 115 DeLiesseline Road, Cayce, S. C. 
Miss Hanna Pearlstine, Columbia High School, Columbia, S. C. 
Mrs. J. T. Pearlstine, Box 13, St. Matthews, S. C. 
Edward H. Phillips, The Citadel, Charleston, S. C. 
Darryl B. Podoll, Newberry College, Newberry, S. C. 
Bernard L. Poole, Erskine College, Due West, S. C. 
S. L. Prince, Box 17 45, Station A, Anderson, S. C. 
Miss Nancy Revelle, Winthrop College, Rock Hill, S. C. 
May S. Ringold, Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
George C. Rogers, Jr., 1928 College Street, Columbia, S. C. 
Frank W. Ryan, Jr., University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, N. C. 
Albert N. Sanders, Furman University, Greenville, S. C. 
Ralph Schwint, The Citadel, Charleston, S. C. 
Florence Janson Sherriff, Columbia College, Columbia, S. C. 
Henry R. Sims, Box 2616, Cherry Road Station, Rock Hill, S. C. 
Selden K. Smith, Columbia College, Columbia, S. C. 
South Carolina Historical Society, Fireproof Building, Charleston, S. C. 
43 
44 THE SoUTH CAROLINA HISTORICAL AssoCIATION 
Richard G. Stone, St. Mary's Junior College, Raleigh, N. C. 
Miss Flora B. Surles, Sergeant Jasper Apts., Charleston, S. C. 
Harvey S. Teal, 7 Carroll Court, W. Columbia, S. C. 
Miss Marjorie Spelts Tollison, Old Carrolton Club Road, Lexington, S. C. 
Robert Tucker, 118 James St., Greenville, S. C. 
Jack E. Tuttle, Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
Mrs. J. D. Vann, Jr., 122 Lullwater Road, Greenville, S. C. 
Mrs. Charles H. Van Patten, 1503 Prescott Ave., Columbia, S. C. 
Henry Von Hasseln, 1102 West Whitner St., Anderson, S. C. 
Lowry Ware, Erskine College, Due West, S. C. 
Miss Wylma Wates, South Carolina Archives Department, Columbia, S. C. 
R. H. Wienefeld, University of South Carolina, Columbia, S. C. 
Joseph Wightman, Erskine College, Due West, S. C. 
Jack K. Williams, Clemson College, Clemson, S. C. 
Robert H. Woody, 2734 Circle Drive, Durham, N. C. 
STUDENT MEMBERS 
0. Kermit McCarter, 2957 Stepp Drive, Columbia, S. C. 
Jack S. Mullins, 806 Barnwell Street, Columbia, S. C. 
Joseph T. Stukes, Lander College, Greenwood, S. C. 
111111111 111 rf ,i,~r,mr~ ,1r~ii~11 111 
0 01 01 0020894 0 
S . c. 975 . 7 Copy 3 
South Carolina Historical 
Association. 
The proc eedi nqs of the Sou th 
('-~-''-- i.H .... +,-,r;r;:,l I IQfi) 
S . c. 975. 7 Copy 3 
South Carolina Historical 
Association . 
1The proceedings of the South 
= Carolina Historical / 1962 
= 
~ "R' P ' ...... ; \ 1,. 

